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Executive Summary 



This is the thirteenth annual report by the National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) 
that analyzes public reporting practices of assessment data for students with disabilities in K- 12 
schools in the United States. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) required 
states to disaggregate performance data at the state and district level. This year marks the tenth 
annual reporting period since this requirement was established, and the seventh reporting period 
since the 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). 

Eor school year (SY) 2008-09, the number of regular states publicly reporting disaggregated data 
for both participation and performance for students with disabilities taking regular assessments 
maintained at 46 states from the previous year. However, this year marked the first time that all 
50 states disaggregated data for at least some regular tests for ESEA accountability systems. 
Eor regular states reporting on alternate assessments based on alternate achievement standards 
(AA-AAS), 45 states had at least some data reported, up from 36 the previous year. Among 
these, 44 states reported both participation and performance data. 

Reporting on English language learners (EEEs) with disabilities was examined in this report. 
The number of regular states disaggregating data for these students on regular assessments was 
eight, with five states reporting both participation and performance and three states reporting 
these data for some regular assessments. States reporting EEEs with disabilities participation 
and performance data for the AA-AAS was higher at 24 states, with 20 states reporting both 
participation and performance. 

Eor alternate assessments based on modified achievement standards (AA-MAS), there were 8 
states that reported data. Seven of these reported participation and performance and one reported 
participation only. Of these, four states also reported data disaggregated by EEEs with disabili- 
ties. No unique state (i.e., American Samoa, Bureau of Indian Education, Commonwealth of 
Northern Mariana Islands, U.S . Department of Defense Education Affairs, District of Columbia, 
Eederated States of Micronesia, Territory of Guam, Republic of Palau, Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, Republic of the Marshall Islands, and U.S. Virgin Islands) had an AA-MAS. 

This year’s report also includes information on states that reported data for English language 
proficiency assessments used for Title III accountability. Of the 10 states that reported participa- 
tion or performance data for these assessments 5 states reported data for EEEs with disabilities. 

Reporting among unique states showed increases over the previous year. The number of unique 
states reporting disaggregated assessment data for students with disabilities on regular assess- 
ments was maintained at four states, and the number reporting on AA-AAS increased to four 



states, up from one state last year. Of these states, one state had partieipation information for ELLs 
with disabilities on its regular assessment. 

Publie reporting on aeeommodations was also more eomprehensive with 28 states reporting for 
2008-09, up from 19 states in 2007-08. Of these 28 states, all reported partieipation, 22 reported 
performanee, and 20 reported both the number of students using aeeommodations and their per- 
formanee. Seven states reported either the number using aeeommodations or performanee with 
aeeommodations by speeifie type of aeeommodation. Two states reported data for at least one test 
indieating administration with standard vs. non-standard aeeommodation use. Two states reported 
aeeommodations used on an AA-MAS. One state reported linguistieally aeeommodated testing 
for students with disabilities and a “bundled” set of aeeommodations for students with dyslexia, 
also by ELL status. 

Einally, the publiely disaggregated participation and performance data described in this report 
covered a variety of state assessments based on state content standards. States have increased the 
breadth of their reporting over the years, to some extent due to additional testing options but also 
due to more detailed reporting and reporting data not reported previously. 

Most states have now adopted the common core state standards and will be transitioning to new 
assessments designed by consortia of states. We anticipate that as states implement the new as- 
sessments, some of the current limitations in data interpretation will disappear. Assuming the 
continued disaggregation of publicly reported data by subgroups, we believe that we will gain a 
clearer national picture of the participation and performance of students with disabilities. 
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Overview 



This report on the 2008-09 school year marks the thirteenth in a series of reports by the Na- 
tional Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) documenting state public reporting practices 
for large-scale statewide assessments. It is the seventh reporting period since the 2001 reau- 
thorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), and the tenth since the 
1997 reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) that required 
disaggregated public reporting for special education students. 

The number of states reporting online disaggregated participation and performance data for 
students with disabilities on all regular assessments in accountability systems has maintained at 
46 states (2006-07 and 2007-08). These numbers were up from the 28 states that were reporting 
these data before ESEA was passed (2000-01). The number had increased to 46 states in 2006-07 
(Albus, Thurlow, & Bremer, 2009) after fluctuating between 35 to 39 states between 2002-03 to 
2006-07 (Albus, Thurlow, & Bremer, 2009; Klein, Wiley, & Thurlow, 2006; Thurlow & Wiley, 
2004; Thurlow, Wiley, & Bielinski, 2003; Wiley, Thurlow, & Klein, 2005; Thurlow, Bremer, & 
Albus, 2008; Thurlow, & Klein, 2005; VanGetson & Thurlow, 2007). 

The number of states reporting disaggregated participation and performance data for alternate 
assessments based on alternate achievement standards (AA-AAS) has maintained at 36 states 
from 2006-07 to 2007-08. This number had reached a high of 42 states in 2004-05, and had 
dipped to 28 states in 2005-06. 

The changes in number of states reporting on regular or AA-AAS assessments may be related 
to changes in federal policies for reporting to the U.S. Department of Education as well as to 
our criteria, which narrowed for the start of 2005-06. Annual Performance Report (APR) data 
were not counted as publicly reported data after 2004-05 because if a state only reported these 
data, the state did not report “to the public with the same frequency and in the same detail as it 
reports on the assessment of nondisabled children,” as required by IDEA (see Thurlow, Bremer, 
& Albus, 2008). The public reporting of data is and will continue to be an important aspect of 
accountability for states, even as the majority of states are looking toward a transition to new 
assessments. 



Method 

In January 2010, project staff searched the Web sites of state departments of education for posted 
reports with disaggregated data for students with disabilities, including English language learners 
(EEEs) with disabilities, for school year 2008-09. Although states are required to report their 
data in the fall following the assessment year (e.g., 2008-09 data are reported in fall, 2010), they 
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often revise data through the end of the year. Thus, January of the year after the school year in 
which assessments are administered is the month when almost all states have their corrected 
and verified data on their Web sites. 

States that were searched included the 50 “regular” states and 1 1 “unique” states (American 
Samoa, Bureau of Indian Education, Commonwealth of Northern Mariana Islands, U.S. De- 
partment of Defense Education Affairs, District of Columbia, Eederated States of Micronesia, 
Territory of Guam, Republic of Palau, Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Republic of the Marshall 
Islands, and U.S. Virgin Islands). Information was collected both on the actual participation and 
performance data reported for students with disabilities and on how the states reported those 
data. The data collection included all regular and alternate state assessments within and outside 
the ESEA accountability systems, including assessments designed specifically for bilingual or 
English language learners. In this report, additional assessment data were collected for English 
language proficiency assessments used for Title III purposes. Although Title III assessment 
results are reported to the federal government as Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives 
(AMAOs) and are not required to be publicly reported online, some states do publicly report 
results for state English Eanguage Proficiency (EEP) assessments. Thus, these data were in- 
cluded in our collection in order to get the broadest data available on students with disabilities 
who also are EEEs. 

After data were collected, individual state summary tables were created for verification. These 
summaries included only the descriptive information on how the state reported participation and 
performance. See Appendix A for a sample letter and summary table used in the verification 
process with state assessment directors. 

The verification process occurred in two waves between March and June of 2010. In the first 
wave, letters and summary tables based on Web searches for data were mailed to state assessment 
directors. Twenty-six regular states and one unique state responded to our request for verification 
in the first wave. In the second wave, after data tables were revised based on feedback, letters 
were sent to all state directors of special education (see Appendix B). Twenty-one regular states 
and one unique state responded to the second request for help in verification, with ten of the 
same states from the first wave confirming data a second time. Einally, we completed data entry 
and double checks for accuracy. 

In the majority of this report, we credited states as reporting participation rates if no calculations 
were needed to arrive at them from reported data. The one exception was Eigure 9 in which we 
also included states for which participation rates could be calculated from publicly reported data. 
When states reported percentages, the denominator that they used in calculations generally was 
not reported. It might have been the number of students with Individualized Education Plans 
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(lEPs), the number of students with lEPs who attended school for a full academic year (PAY), 
the number of students eligible to take an assessment, or some other number. 

As noted by Thurlow et al. (2008), NCEO adjusted the definition for what is counted as public 
reporting from earlier years. Starting with the 2005-06 school year, NCEO no longer considered 
state Annual Performance Reports (APRs) and State Performance Plans (SPPs) to be typical 
public reports that a state creates to meet the requirement to report public data on students with 
disabilities in the same manner and with the same frequency as it reports for all students. Por 
this current report, we made the decision to use this same narrowed definition of public report- 
ing only for tables and appendices that reflect public reporting overall (Appendices C and D). 
Purther, if a state merged participation data but mentioned that students taking an alternate as- 
sessment were included in the overall numbers, this also counted as reporting on those assess- 
ments for students with disabilities. In tables that described how states reported data, including 
accommodations data, the definition for accepted data was broadened to include APR and SPP 
data for those tables and appendices. Throughout this report, these distinctions are clearly noted 
for the reader. 

The definitions of regular students and students with disabilities differ across states. “Regular 
student” refers to a population that might include all students assessed or a further disaggregation 
to all students without disabilities, depending on the state. The definition should be considered 
in interpreting the data, because we compare “regular student” data with data for students with 
disabilities. Purther, the term “students with disabilities” may also vary by state, with some 
states reporting only students with lEPs, and others reporting a combination of students with 
lEPs and 504 Plans. In this report effort was made to prioritize “regular” student as being all 
students without disabilities and using “students with disabilities” to mean students with lEPs 
where this was feasible. 

When we examined gaps between all students and students with disabilities, we employed the 
same procedures as in the past, choosing representative grades to present data for elementary, 
middle, and high school. Por our examination of gaps, we chose grades 4, 8, and 10. If a state did 
not have data for a grade, we chose one grade below. If that grade was not available, we chose 
the grade above. Purther, in contrast to past reports that only focused on reading and mathematics 
content areas, in this report we also include science assessments in our gap analyses. Informa- 
tion on how states reported in other content areas is in Appendices C-E. 
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Results 

Characteristics of Regular Assessments in State Assessment Systems 

A list of regular state assessments for 2008-09 is located in Appendix C. It includes all 50 regular 
states and the 11 unique states, with information on the name of each assessment, grades and 
content areas assessed, whether the state had publicly available disaggregated participation or 
performance data for students with disabilities for 2008-09, and whether the results of each 
assessment are used for ESEA accountability purposes. 

Eor 2008-09 we identified 126 regular statewide assessments for the 50 regular states in and 
outside ESEA accountability systems. Of the eight states that indicated they had administered 
at least one norm-referenced test (NRT), two states used the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) 
(Iowa and Utah), two states used TerraNova/Cat/6 (Alaska and Arizona), two used the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Tenth Edition (SAT 10) (Alabama and Arkansas), two states each used EX- 
PEORE and PEAN (Kentucky and West Virginia), and one state used Direct Writing Assess- 
ment (DWA) (Utah). Other NRTs used by one state each included the Iowa Reading Test (Utah) 
and the Otis-Eennon School Ability Test, Eighth Edition (OESAT-8) (Alabama). Seven states 
used NRTs augmented with criterion referenced items (Arizona, Delaware, Indiana, Eouisiana, 
Michigan, Missouri, and North Dakota). All other assessments were exit exams (EXIT), end 
of course exams (EoC), and criterion-referenced tests (CRTs) unique to each state, except for 
a few that were used commonly across a small group of states such as the New England Com- 
mon Assessment Program (NECAP) assessment used by three states (New Hampshire, Rhode 
Island, and Vermont) with the future addition of Maine in 2009-10. North Carolina administered 
seven regular assessments in 2008-09, which was the largest number given by any one state. 

In addition to the 50 regular states, we also included the 1 1 unique states. Eor these 1 1, we had 
specific names for 9 state assessments. The Stanford Achievement Test (SAT-9 or SAT-10) was 
used by three states (American Samoa, Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and 
Guam). The TerraNova (NRT) was used by the Department of Defense Education Affairs, and 
Palau was revising its Palau Achievement Test (PAT), also an NRT. Two entities used augmented 
NRT/CRTs (Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands). Only one unique state (Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands) used more than one regular assessment, employing a CRT in addition 
to the SAT- 10 already mentioned. Eor the Bureau of Indian Education, students participate in 
assessments in their state of residence and are reported together as a group based on proficiency 
data in their respective states. 

Eigure I displays the distribution of the 126 regular assessments found for the 50 states (both in 
and outside ESEA accountability system) by type: criterion-referenced tests, norm-referenced 
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tests, augmented NRTs with state-developed CRT items, exit exams used as a requirement for 
graduation (EXIT), and End of Course (EoC) exams taken at the end of subject area courses. 
End of Course assessments in Eigure la did not have information indicating they were required 
for graduation. 

Figure 1. Total Percent of Regular Assessments In and Outside ESEA Accountability Systems 
by Assessment Type (N=126) 




59% 



□ CRT(N= 75) 

□ NRT(N= 12) 
0NRT/CRT(N=7) 

□ EXIT(N= 18) 

■ EoC(N=14) 



Note: Assessments are counted by assessment name. If a state had different names for CRTs by elemen- 
tary/middle and high schooi these are counted separateiy. Aiternate assessments based on aiternate or 
modified achievement standards are presented separateiy in this report. Usuaiiy NRTs such as PLAN and 
EXPLORE assessments were treated separateiy. However, one state did give an assessment name to 
cover these and the additionai ACT test under one term so these are counted as one NRT throughout. 

Overall, the most common assessment type (Eigure 1) in and outside ESEA accountability 
systems in 2008-2009 was the CRT at 59% (N=75), followed by EXIT assessments at 14% 
(N=18), EoC at 11% (N=14), NRTs at 10% (N=12), and augmented NRT/CRTs at 6% (N=7). 
Comparing the percent of each assessment type to that in 2007-08, most categories remained 
about the same with only a 1-4% change. EoC was added to the categories this year so a com- 
parison to previous years is not possible. 

Eigure 2 displays the same information as Eigure la except that it includes only those assess- 
ments used for ESEA accountability. Of the 93 assessments, CRTs (N=66) made up 71%, EXITs 
(N=13) made up 14%, NRT/CRTs (N=7) made up 7%, EoCs (N=6) made up 6%, and NRTs 
(N=l) made up 1%. 
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Figure 2. Number of Regular Assessments in ESEA Accountability Systems by Assessment 
Type (N=93) 

■ CRT (N=66) 

□ NRT (N= 1) 

□ NRT/CRT(N= 7) 

QEXIT (N= 13) 

□ EoC (N=6) 




Note: Assessments are counted by assessment name. If a state had different names for CRTs at the 
elementary/middle and high schooi ieveis these are counted separateiy. 



States that Reported Disassresated Regular Assessment Data for Students with 
Disabilities 

Figure 3 summarizes state reporting of participation and performance data for students with 
disabilities for regular assessments within ESEA accountability systems in the 50 regular states. 
These assessments are the state content assessments based on grade-level achievement standards. 
In recent years, the total number of states reporting participation and performance for all regular 
assessments had grown, with 92% of states (N=46) reporting this in 2006-07 and 90% (N=45) 
in 2007-08. In 2008-09, the percent returned to 92% (N=46). Eor 2008-09, the remaining four 
states had participation and performance reported for some but not all regular assessments. Still, 
2008-09 marks the first time since these reports on public reporting began that all states had 
publicly reported data disaggregated for students with disabilities on regular state assessments 
inside ESEA accountability. 
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Among those states with alternate assessments based on grade level achievement standards 
(AA-GLAS), which are included in Appendix C with regular assessments, two reported par- 
ticipation and performance (North Carolina and Minnesota), one reported only participation 
(Massachusetts), and one reported only performance (Virginia). Although these alternate as- 
sessments are considered regular assessments in Appendix C, the figures in this report focus 
on the regular assessments not including the AA-GLAS because all states are required to have 
regular assessments. 

Figure 3. Disaggregated Assessment Resuits for Students with Disabiiities on Reguiar 
Assessments in ESEA Accountabiiity Systems within the 50 Reguiar States 




■ Participation and Performance for All Regular Assessments 
(N= 46) 

ID Performance Only for All Regular Assessments (N= 0) 

□ Participation or Performance for Some Regular 
Assessments (N= 4) 

68 Participation Only for All Regular Assessments (N= 0) 

□ No Publicly Reported Data Found (N= 0) 



Figure 4 portrays the participation and performance reporting for the regular assessment by 
state. This map shows that nearly all states had full reporting of participation and performance 
for students with disabilities on all regular assessments within ESEA accountability systems. 
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Figure 4. States Reporting 2008-09 Disaggregated Participation or Performance Data for 
Students with Disabiiities on Reguiar State Assessments in ESEA Accountabiiity Systems’ 




cun? Participation Oniy forAli Regular Assessments (N=0) 
C ^ No Publicly Reported Data Found (N=0) 



‘The figure does not include state APR or SPP data. A broad definition was used to determine whether a state 
had data. States were included if they had any data reported for the assessment (regardless of whether it was 
only across all grades, by grade ranges, or for specific grades). 



Figure 5 shows the prevalenee of full reporting of partieipation and performanee data by assess- 
ment type in ESEA aeeountability systems, aeross the 50 regular states. Ninety-two pereent of 
CRTs (up from 85%), had both partieipation and performance reported for students with dis- 
abilities, with 61 out of 66 assessments reported. NRT and NRT/CRT assessments were fully 
reported for students with disabilities at 100%, as for 2007-08. Exit assessments had 92% fully 
reported for students with disabilities (12 out of 13 assessments), which was the same as 2007- 
08. End of Course (EoC) assessments, documented by us for the first time this year, had 83% 
(5 out of 6 assessments) with data reported for students with disabilities. 
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Figure 5. Percent of Regular Assessments in ESEA Accountability Systems Reporting 
Participation and Performance by Assessment Type 




Figure 6 is a map showing disaggregated participation and performance reporting for students 
with disabilities for all state mandated assessments (both within and outside of ESEA account- 
ability). Comparing Eigure 6 with Eigure 4 reveals a similar pattern to that observed in previous 
years, with more complete reporting of disaggregated participation and performance data for 
assessments within ESEA accountability systems (Eigure 3) compared to assessments within 
and outside ESEA systems (Eigure 6). 

Unique States that Reported Disaggregated Regular Assessment Data for Students with 
Disabilities 

In 2008-09, the number of unique states publicly reporting disaggregated regular assessment 
data for students with disabilities was four states (see Table 1). This was the same number as 
reported these data in 2007-08. Two years ago, in 2006-07, there was only one unique state 
reporting these data publicly. 
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Figure 6. States Reporting 2008-09 Disaggregated Participation or Performance Data for 
Students with Disabiiities on Reguiar State Assessments in and Outside of the ESEA 
Accountabiiity System 



*The figure does not include state APR or SPP data. A broad definition was used to determine 
whether a state had data. States were included If they had any data reported for the assessment 
(regardless of whether it was only across grades, by grade ranges, or for specific grades. 

Tabie 1. Unique States Reporting Disaggregated 2008-09 Participation or Performance Data for 
Students with Disabiiities on Reguiar Assessments 



Unique States 


Participation 


Performance 


American Samoa 


No 


No 


Bureau of Indian Education 


Yes 


Yes 


Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 


No 


No 


Department of Defense Education Affairs 


No 


No 


District of Columbial 


Yes 


Yes 


Federated States of Micronesia 


No 


No 


Guam 


Yes 


Yes 


Palau 


No 


No 


Puerto Rico 


No 


No 


Republic of the Marshall Islands 


No 


No 


Virgin Islands 


Yes 


Yes 




^ Participation and Performance for All Regular Assessments (N=32) 

C ^ Performance Only for All Regular Assessments (N=0) 

Performance or Participation for Some Regular Assessments (N=18) 



Participation Only for All Regular Assessments (N=0) 



C b No Publicly Reported Data Found (N=0) 
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States that Reported Disaggregated Regular Assessment Data for ELLs with Disabilities 

In this year’s report we incorporated data for ELLs with disabilities. Ligure 7 shows the extent 
to which states report on regular assessments disaggregated by students with disabilities who 
are also English language learners. These data are also presented in detail in Appendix C. Most 
states do not disaggregate data for these students, though the number of states that do has in- 
creased slightly across years (Bremer, Albus, Thurlow, 201 1). Lor 2008-09, four states reported 
participation and performance for all regular assessments (Colorado, Michigan, Minnesota, and 
Ohio) and five states reported these data for some regular assessments (California, Connecticut, 
Delaware, North Carolina, and Texas). 

Figure 7. States Reporting 2008-09 Disaggregated Participation or Performance Data for ELLs 
with Disabiiities on Reguiar Assessments in ESEA Accountabiiity Systems. 




Participation Only for All Regular Assessments (N=0) 
No Publicly Reported Data Found (N=41) 
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Unique States that Reported Disaggregated Regular Assessment Data for ELLs with 
Disabilities 

Among unique states, the District of Columbia reported participation information for ELLs with 
disabilities on its regular assessment. Because this was the only unique state out of 1 1 unique 
states with data, these findings are not represented in a figure. 

Characteristics of Alternate Assessments in State Assessment Systems 

Alternate assessments can be based on alternate achievement standards (AA-AAS), modified 
achievement standards (AA-MAS), or grade-level achievement standards (AA-GLAS). All of 
these assessments are used within ESEA accountability systems. We included AA-GLAS as- 
sessments, based on grade level achievement standards with regular assessments in this report 
because they are based on the same grade- level achievement standards as the regular assessments. 

All 50 regular states indicated using at least one AA-AAS (see Appendix D). The state with 
the highest number of alternate assessments, including AA-AAS (N=2) and AA-MAS (N=3), 
was North Carolina, which is consistent with findings from previous years. We first present our 
findings on the public reporting for the AA-AAS. Then we include a brief section on public 
reporting for the AA-MAS. 



States that Reported Disaggregated AA-AAS Data for Students with Disabilities 

Of the 50 regular states with at least one AA-AAS, two states (Arizona and North Carolina) 
had two tests based on alternate achievement standards. Arizona has one test for students in 
elementary and middle school and another one at the high school level. North Carolina had an 
AA-AAS for Writing at 10* grade in addition to its main AA-AAS for other content across grades. 

Eigure 8 shows the number and percent of states that disaggregated participation and perfor- 
mance data for students with disabilities on AA-AAS. In the previous two years, 2006-07 and 
2007-08, there was very little change in the number of states that reported both participation 
and performance on the AA-AAS. The number increased from 36 states in 2007-08 to 44 states 
in 2008-09. Only one state reported performance only, and five states did not report either par- 
ticipation or performance data in public online documents. 



12 



NCEO 





Figure 8. Disaggregated Alternate Assessment Based on Alternate Achievement Standards 
Results for Students with Disabilities in 2008-09 for 50 Regular States* 




■ Participation and Performance for AA-AAS (N=44) 

□ Performance for AA-AAS (N=1 ) 

□ Participation only for AA-AAS (N=0) 

□ No Publicly Reported Data Found (N=5) 



*The figure does not include state APR or SSP data. 



Figure 9 shows the regular states that reported disaggregated participation and performance data 
for students with disabilities on the AA-AAS. The number of states reporting participation and 
performance data for all AA-AAS for 2008-09 was 44. One state reported performance only 
(Wisconsin), and five other states did not report any participation or performance data in public 
online reports (Idaho, Missouri, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming) 
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Figure 9. States Reporting 2008-09 Disaggregated Participation or Performance Data for 
Students with Disabiiities on Aiternate Assessments based on Aiternate Achievement 
Standards* 




*The figure does not include state APR or SPP data. A broad definition was used to determine 
whether a state had data. States were included If they had any data reported for the assessment 
(regardless of whether it was only across grades, by grade ranges, or for specific grades. 



Unique States that Reported Disaggregated AA-AAS Data for Students with Disabilities 

In previous years, three unique states indicated using an AA-AAS for ESEA accountability 
purposes. In 2007-08, one state (Virgin Islands) posted data for participation and performance 
on an AA-AAS. In 2008-09, we found four states that reported both participation and perfor- 
mance for AA-AAS (District of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands) (see 
Table 2). It is unclear whether the remaining unique states are not reporting their AA-AAS data 
or have not yet developed or implemented one, due in part to the lack of information about an 
AA-AAS on their Web sites. 
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Table 2. Unique States Reporting Disaggregated 2008-09 Participation or Performance Data 
for Students with Disabilities on Alternate Assessments based on Alternate Achievement 
Standards 



Unique States 


Participation 


Performance 


American Samoa 


No 


No 


Bureau of Indian Affairs 


No 


No 


Commonweaith of the Northern Mariana Isiands 


No 


No 


Department of Defense Education Affairs 


No 


No 


District of Coiumbial 


Yes 


Yes 


Federated States of Micronesia 


No 


No 


Guam 


Yes 


Yes 


Paiau 


No 


No 


Puerto Rico 


Yes 


Yes 


Repubiic of the Marshaii Isiands 


No 


No 


Virgin Isiands 


Yes 


Yes 



States that Reported Disaggregated AA-AAS Data for ELLs with Disabilities 

Figure 10 shows the states that reported on the AA-AAS for students with disabilities who are 
English language learners (see Appendix D). Compared to other types of assessments, almost 
half of all states report at least some data on this group for the AA-AAS. Twenty states reported 
both participation and performance, with three other states reporting only performance, and one 
state reporting only participation. 



NCEO 



15 











































Figure 10. States Reporting 2008-09 Disaggregated Participation or Performance Data for ELLs 
with Disabiiities on Aiternate Assessments Based on Aiternate Achievement Standards 




No Publicly Reported Data Found (N=26) 



Unique States that Reported Disaggregated AA-AAS Data for ELLs with Disabilities 

One unique state, Puerto Rico, reported participation data for ELLs with Disabilities on an 
AA-AAS. Lor many of the unique states, it is either unclear if they have an AA-AAS or are 
developing one. 

States that Reported Disaggregated AA-MAS Data for Students with Disabilities 

Eight states reported data for the AA-MAS (California, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, North 
Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, and Texas) (see Appendix E). Three other states were devel- 
oping AA-MAS (Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Tennessee) during 2008-09 and did not yet have data 
to report. Of the eight states with existing AA-MAS, six reported disaggregated participation and 
performance, one reported disaggregated participation data but merged performance data with 
regular assessment data (North Dakota), and one state reported participation and performance 
data merged with the regular assessment (Kansas). 
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States that Reported Disaggregated AA-MAS Data for ELLs with Disabilities 

Four of the eight states with an AA-MAS reported on ELLs with disabilities (California, Mary- 
land, North Carolina, and Texas). All four of these states reported participation and performance 
for all of their AA-MAS assessments for this group of students. The exception was that in 
Maryland the AA-MAS for high school had only participation reported and not performance 
for ELLs with disabilities. Maryland reported both participation and performance for the high 
school AA-MAS for students with disabilities overall. 



Communicating Participation in 2008-2009 

Regular Assessment Participation Approaches for Students with Disabilities for Regular 
States 

In this section we show the ways in which regular states reported participation data for regular 
assessments. More specifically, we describe the participation information immediately avail- 
able to readers of a state’s assessment report, without conducting further calculations. Ligure 
1 1 shows the approaches taken by the 50 regular states in presenting participation data. This 
information is presented by state in Appendix L. 

Figure 11. Number of States Reporting Participation by Students with Disabiiities Using 
Various Approaches for Reguiar Assessments in ESEA Accountabiiity Systems in 2008-2009 

Numberof Students Assessed (N=37) ] 

Number of Students Not Assessed (N=5) 

Percent of Students Assessed (N=18) 

Percent of Students Not Assessed (N=8) 

Number and/or Percent Exempt/Excluded (N=11) 

Number and/or Percent Absent (N=7) 

Percent of Students by Assessment Type (N=8) 




Number of Reoular States 
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The most common way that states reported participation was number of students assessed (n=37). 
This was followed by reporting the percent of students assessed (n=18), and information about 
exempted or excluded students (n= 11). The fewest states reported number and/or percent absent 
(n=7) and number not assessed (n=5). 

Figure 12 shows the participation rates reported for 8th grade math in states where this informa- 
tion was reported, or where rates could be calculated from publicly reported data. The grade and 
content area (middle school math) were chosen to maintain consistency with previous reports. 
As in past reports, states that aggregated middle school grades together are not included. For 
the 2008-09 school year, participation rates ranged from 68% to 99%. The uncharacteristically 
low participation rate for Connecticut, as noted, is because some students were not included 
in the rate, such as students who were part of the pilot test for the AA-MAS for that year. Oth- 
erwise the reported rates would be 91% to 99% across the 18 states, which is the first time in 
our tracking of these data that all states with comparable data had rates of 90% or above. For 
the 2007-08 academic year, participation rates ranged from 86% to 99% and in 2006-07 they 
were 79% to 100%. 



Figure 12. Percentages of Students with Disabiiities Participating in Middie Schooi Reguiar 
Math Assessments in Those States with Ciear Reporting of Participation Rates* in 2008-09 




AL AK AZ CT** ID lA MO NE NH NM ND OR PA Rl SD TN WA WY 



*Note: States graphed here include those with percentages calculated from presented data, so some 
may not be counted as reporting a rate in Appendix F. 

‘‘Connecticut’s data do not include students who participated in the AA-MAS pilot. 
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Regular Assessment Participation Approaches for Students with Disabilities hy Unique 
States 

Participation data for unique states are not graphed due to the small amount of data. Of the four 
unique states that publicly reported participation, three reported the number tested. Two of these 
did so not by grade but by grade range (i.e., elementary) or the total across grades. Three states 
reported the percentage tested, again with two states not reporting this by grade. The remaining 
seven unique states reported no disaggregated participation data publicly. 



Regular Assessment Participation Approaches for ELLs with Disabilities 

Figure 13 shows how regular states reported participation data for ELLs with disabilities on 
regular assessments (see Appendix G). As with other assessments, number assessed is most 
often reported by states. A difference from the pattern in Ligure 8a is that more states report 
information on the number or percent exempt or excluded from testing for ELLs with disabilities. 
This would be expected given that some ELLs are exempted from reading assessments due to 
length of residence in the U.S. 

Figure 13. Number of States Reporting Participation by Approaches for ELLs with Disabiiities 
on Reguiar Assessments in ESEA Accountabiiity Systems in 2008-09 



Number of Students Assessed 
Number of Students Not Assessed 
Percent of Students Assessed 
Percent of Students Not Assessed 
Number and/or Percent Exempt/Excluded 
Number and/or Percent Absent 
Percent of Students by Assessment Type 




Number of Regular States 
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Regular Assessment Participation Approaches for ELLs with Disabilities by Unique 
States 

There was one unique state, the District of Columbia, that reported participation information on 
its regular assessment for ELLs with disabilities, but the data were for exemptions from testing 
within the population of students with disabilities. No specific information about number of 
students was reported and no performance data were reported. 



AA-AAS Participation Approaches for Students with Disabilities 

We examined the ways in which states reported participation data for their alternate assessments 
based on alternate achievement standards (see Appendix H). Ligure 14 shows how the 50 regular 
states approached reporting of participation data for AA-AAS. As with other assessments, the 
most common participation reporting category was number of students assessed (n=36). This 
was followed by percent of students assessed (n=ll) and percent of students by assessment 
type (n=10). 

Figure 14. Number of Regular States Reporting Participation by Various Approaches for AA- 
AAS in the ESEA Accountability System in 2008-2009 

Number of Students Assessed (n=36) 

Number of Students Not Assessed (n=4) 

Percent of Students Assessed (n=11) 

Percent of Students Not Assessed (n=3) 

Number and/or Percent Exempt/Excluded (n=6) 

Number and/or Percent Absent (n=2) 

Percent of Students by Assessment Type (n=10) 

0 10 20 30 40 50 

Numberof Regular States 




AA-AAS Participation Approaches for ELLs with Disabilities 

Ligure 15 shows how states reported participation on the AA-AAS assessment for ELLs with 
disabilities (see Appendix I). As for students with disabilities who were not ELLs, most states 
reported the number assessed and percentage assessed. Lor ELLs with disabilities 13 states 
reported the number of ELLs with disabilities tested in AA-AAS, and 4 states reported the per- 
cent of ELLs with disabilities assessed and the number and/or percent exempted or excluded. 
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Figure 15. Number of Regular States Reporting Participation by Approach for ELLs with 
Disabilities on Alternate Assessments Based on Alternate Achievement Standards in the ESEA 
Accountability System in 2008-09. 



Number of Students Assessed (n=13) 
Number of Students Not Assessed (n=2) 
Percent of Students Assessed (n=4) 
Percent of Students Not Assessed (n=0) 
Number and/or Percent Exempt/Excluded (n=4) 
Number and/or Percent Absent (n=0) 



Percent of Students by Assessment Type (n=2) 




A 



0 10 20 30 40 50 

Number of Regular States 



AA-MAS Participation Approaches for Students with Disabilities 

The approaches for the few states with AA-MAS assessments are not graphed but how states 
presented their participation data are described as follows. Six of the eight states reported the 
number of students tested, and two reported the percent of students tested and percent of students 
in the AA-MAS compared to all other assessments. Oklahoma reported number tested, split by 
accommodated and non-accommodated status. North Dakota reported AA-MAS data by com- 
bining all grades. Other information was reported by the following states. California reported 
the percent of enrolled students taking the test and the number with scores. North Carolina and 
Texas also reported the percent of students tested. North Carolina added data reported by gender, 
and Texas further reported the number or percent of students exempted, including LEP (Limited 
English Proficient) exempt, and the number absent. One state reported participation data for AA- 
MAS merged with its regular assessment data. No unique state reported data for an AA-MAS. 



AA-MAS Participation Approaches for ELLs with Disabilities 

Pour regular states reported participation information for ELLs with disabilities on an AA-MAS. 
Pour states reported the number tested. Two states reported the percent tested. Two states re- 
ported the number or percent exempted or not tested. One state reported the percent of students 
assessed by assessment type. 
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Communicating Performance in 2008-2009 

Regular Assessment Performance Approaches for Students with Disabilities 

States also report performance data in a variety of ways, such as the number or percent in each 
achievement level, percent proficient or not proficient, and scaled scores. The details for the 
figures in this section are presented by state and assessment in Appendix J. 

Figure 16 shows how the 50 states reported performance on regular assessments. The most com- 
mon way states reported performance data was by percent in each achievement level (n=39), 
followed by percent proficient (n=26) and other score (n=18). The “other score” category includes 
scaled scores or other types of scores that do not fit into the other categories. 



Regular Assessment Performance Approaches for ELLs with Disabilities 

Figure 17 shows the ways states report performance data for ELLs with disabilities (see Appendix 
K). The top two ways of reporting in Ligure 17 are slightly different from Ligure 16, with the 
same number of states (six) reporting percent proficient and percent in each achievement level. 

Figure 16. Number of States Reporting Performance by Various Approaches for Reguiar 
Assessments in the ESEA Accountabiiity Systems in 2008-2009 



Percent Proficient (n=26) 
Percent in Each Achievement Level (n=39) 
Percent Not Proficient (n=10) 
Number Proficient (n=1 1 ) 
Number in Each Achievement Level (n=16) 
Number Not Proficient (n=4) 
Other Score (n=18) 




Number of Regular States 
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Figure 17. Number of States Reporting Performance by Approaches for ELLs with Disabiiities 
in Reguiar Assessments in the ESEA Accountabiiity Systems in 2008-2009. 

Percent Proficient (n=6) 

Percent in Each Achievement Level (n=6) 

Percent Not Proficient (n=2) 

Number Proficient (n=1) 

Number in Each Achievement Level (n=3) 

Number Not Proficient (n=1) 

Other Score (n=5) 

O 10 20 30 40 50 

Number of Regular States 
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Selected Results of Regular Assessment Performance for Students with Disabilities 

In this section we compare the performance of students with disabilities and general educa- 
tion students for states that reported data for the three representative grades of 4, 8 and 10 in 
reading, mathematics, and science. It is important to remember that the specific content and 
levels of proficiency vary from state to state, and periodically within a state when changes to 
standards or assessments are made. In these instances where a state noted that a year’s results 
are not comparable to previous years, we provide a note to this effect. Further, characteristics 
of students included in regular assessments vary from state to state based on the type of as- 
sessments available (e.g., AA-GLAS or AA-MAS). The characteristics of students in regular 
assessments also vary when assessments are provided in other languages and the participation 
of students in these is reported separately. Therefore, it is unwise to compare proficiency rates 
of individual states, or to compare gaps between general and special education students across 
states. We present data on performance gaps across states in order to describe, generally, how 
states are doing with regard to gaps between these populations, with the caveat to be careful 
in interpreting the data for reasons already mentioned. We include only regular assessments in 
this section, and these are predominantly state CRTs although Exit assessments are also used 
in instances where states had no other assessment for 10* grade for ESEA accountability. One 
state, Iowa, uses an NRT across all grade spans. 

In comparing the general education and special education students in this section, it is important 
to know that both of these groups may include slightly different groups of students. Eor example. 
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depending on how a state reports its data, the general education students group may include 
either all students assessed or all students without disabilities who were assessed. In collecting 
data, the desired comparison group was students without disabilities, but these data were not 
available for all states. Likewise, the special education group of students may be reported as 
students with lEPs only, or students with lEPs and 504s combined. These differences in defini- 
tions of groups can influence to some degree how gap comparisons might be interpreted. 



Performance Gaps in Reading and Mathematics for Students with Disabilities 

Eor 2008-09, slightly more states had data available for gap analyses than in 2007-08. Table 3 
shows the size of the gap between students with disabilities and general education students each 
year from 2005-06 through 2008-09, along with the number of states included in the calculation 
of the gap. Generally, as in previous years, students with disabilities had a smaller percentage of 
students scoring proficient in these content areas compared to general education students. Un- 
like in years past, when there seemed to be progressively smaller gaps between the two student 
groups for both reading and math, in 2008-09 we observed a slight rise in the mean average gap 
across all grade ranges and content areas. 

Table 4 shows the gap changes across years. The largest percentage increase in average gaps 
from 2007-08 to 2008-09 was in elementary math (-1-2.1), followed by middle school reading 
and high school math (both at -1-1.9). In comparing data from 2005-06 to 2008-09, the average 
gaps that decreased the most over the 3 years were for elementary reading (-3.8), middle school 
reading (-3.0), and middle school math (-3.1). 
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Table 3. Gaps Between Students with Disabilities and General Education Students on Regular 
Assessments for All States with Data: Comparison of Mean Gaps for SY 2005-06 to 2008-09 





Mean Gaps for All States with Data 


2005-06 


2006-07 


2007-08 


2008-09 


Gap 


Number 
of states 


Gap 


Number 
of states 


Gap 


Number 
of states 


Gap 


Number 
of states 


Elementary 

Reading 


34.5 


45 


31.4 


47 


29.2 


44 


30.7 


45 


Middle School 
Reading 


42.5 


45 


40.5 


47 


37.7 


44 


39.6 


46 


High School 
Reading 


42.5 


41 


39.8 


46 


38.9 


42 


39.9 


44 


Elementary 

Math 


29.3 


45 


28.9 


47 


26.3 


44 


28.4 


46 


Middle School 
Math 


40.9 


45 


39.7 


47 


36.8 


44 


37.8 


46 


High School 
Math 


38.5 


42 


38.2 


44 


35.3 


43 


37.2 


44 



Table 4. Gap Changes Between Students with Disabilities and General Education Students on 
Regular Assessments for All States with Data: SY 2005-06 to 2008-09 





Gap Changes for All States 


2005-06 and 
2006-07 


2006-07 and 
2007-08 


2007-08 and 
2008-09 


2005-06 and 
2008-09 


Elementary Reading 


-3.1 


-2.2 


-rl.6 


-3.8 


Middle School Reading 


-2.1 


-2.8 


-rl.9 


-3.0 


High School Reading 


-2.7 


-1.0 


-rl.O 


-2.6 


Elementary Math 


-0.4 


-2.6 


+ 2.1 


-0.9 


Middle School Math 


-1.2 


-2.9 


+ 1.0 


-3.1 


High School Math 


-0.2 


-2.9 


+ 1.9 


-1.3 
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In Tables 5 and 6, the same information on gaps and gap changes is presented only for those 
states that had data across all four years. In these states, we also see the same slight reversal from 
lower gaps to increasing gaps across years, for all grade ranges and content areas. Elementary 
mathematics and middle school reading showed the greatest increase in gap (+2.5) and (+2.1) 
respectively. Across years for these states, the largest decrease in gaps were in elementary reading 
(-4.4), followed by middle school math (-3.6). Although there were increases in these gaps, it 
should be noted that the mean percent proficient in regular and special education increased for 
all grades and content areas in 2008-2009, but the mean percent proficient for regular students 
increased more than the mean percent proficient students with disabilities (see Table 7). 

Table 5. Gaps Between Students with Disabilities and General Education Students on Regular 
Assessments for States with 4 Years of Data: 2005-06 to 2008-09 





Number of 
Common 
States with 
Data Across 
Four Years 


Mean Gaps for States with 4 Years of Data 


2005-06 


2006-07 


2007-08 


2008-09 


Elementary 

Reading 


43 


34.7 


31.7 


29.0 


30.6 


Middle School 
Reading 


43 


42.6 


40.5 


37.5 


39.6 


High School 
Reading 


38 


42.9 


41.1 


39.1 


39.2 


Elementary 

Math 


42 


29.5 


29.3 


26.3 


28.8 


Middle School 
Math 


43 


41.0 


39.9 


36.6 


38.0 


High School 
Math 


38 


39.2 


39.1 


36.0 


37.5 



26 



NCEO 










Table 6. Gaps Changes Between Students with Disabilities and General Education Students on 
Regular Assessments for States with 4 Years of Data: 2005-06 to 2008-09 





Gap Changes for States with 4 Years of Data 


Gap 

2005-06 and 
2006-07 


Gap 

2006-07 and 
2007-08 


Gap 

2007-08 and 
2008-09 


Gap 

2005-06 and 
2008-09 


Elementary Reading 


-3.0 


-2.7 


+1.3 


- 4.4 


Middle School Reading 


-2.0 


-3.0 


+2.1 


- 2.9 


High School Reading 


-1.8 


-2.1 


+0.8 


- 3.6 


Elementary Math 


-0.3 


-3.0 


+2.5 


- 0.7 


Middle School Math 


-1.1 


-3.3 


+1.1 


- 3.2 


High School Math 


-0.2 


-3.1 


+1.2 


- 2.2 



Table 7. Average Percent Proficient for Regular Students and Students with Disabilities Across 
2007-08 and 2008-09 by Grade and Content Level for States with Data 





Number of 
Common States 
with Data 
Across Years 


Regular Students 


Students with 
Disabilities 


2007- 

2008 


2008- 

2009 


Mean 

Gain 


2007- 

2008 


2008- 

2009 


Mean 

Gain 


Elementary Reading 


41 


72.5 


75.0 


2.5 


43.2 


44.0 


0.1 


Middle School Reading 


41 


70.0 


75.0 


0.5 


32.4 


36.0 


3.6 


High School Reading 


34 


73.2 


77.0 


3.8 


34.7 


38.0 


3.3 


Elementary Math 


40 


71.2 


75.0 


3.8 


44.8 


46.0 


1.2 


Middle School Math 


41 


63.7 


69.0 


5.3 


26.8 


30.0 


3.2 


High School Math 


34 


63.7 


66.0 


2.3 


27.4 


29.0 


1.6 



Reading Performance. The reading performance of students, in states with publicly reported 
data by grade in 2008-09, is graphed in Figures 18-20. Generally, the performance of students 
with disabilities in reading was much lower than the performance of general education 
students. Similar to the data reported in previous years, the average percent proficient for 
students in elementary school was higher than for students in the middle and high school 
levels. 
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Reading performance at the elementary level showed gaps between students with disabilities 
and general education students that ranged from 8 to 47 percent (see Figure 18). At the middle 
school level, gaps in reading performance ranged from 6 to 55 percent (see Figure 19). At the 
high school level, gaps ranged from 16 to 58 percent (see Figure 20). 



Figure 18. Elementary School Reading Performance on the Regular Assessment 

Note: In past reports we included state abbreviations in figures presenting publicly reported 
performance data. Because of differences across states in definitions of proficient performance, 
instructional practices, and other factors, we now present performance data without state 
identification. We believe that this will discourage inappropriate comparisons. 
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Legend: Heavy Solid Bar = Students with disabilities percent proficient 

Dashed Line = Gap between students with disabilities and regular students. For some 
states the “regular students” comparison group may include students with disabilities, 
because states report data differently. 
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Figure 20. High Schooi Reading Performance on the Reguiar Assessment 
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Legend: Heavy Solid Bar = Students with disabilities percent proficient 

Dashed Line = Gap between students with disabilities and regular students. For some 
states the “regular students” comparison group may include students with disabilities, 
because states report data differently. 
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Mathematics Performance. Figures 21-23 show the performance of general education 
students and students with disabilities on states’ 2008-09 regular math assessments. It 
appears, as with reading, that there were slightly greater gaps in math performance across all 
school levels in comparison to previous years. At the elementary school level, gaps between 
general education students and special education students in 2008-09 in math ranged from 4 
to 44 percentage points (see Figure 21). At the middle school level (see Figure 22), the gaps 
in achievement ranged from 8 to 52 percentage points. And in high school gaps ranged from 
9 to 55 percentage points (see Figure 23). 

Figure 21. Elementary Mathematics Performance on the Regular Assessment 




Legend: Heavy Solid Bar = Students with disabilities percent proficient 

Dashed Line = Gap between students with disabilities and regular students. For some 
states the “regular students” comparison group may include students with disabilities, 
because states report data differently. 
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Percent Proficient 



Figure 22. Middle School Mathematics Performance on the Regular Assessment 




Legend: Heavy Solid Bar = Students with disabilities percent proficient 

Dashed Line = Gap between students with disabilities and regular students. For some 
states the “regular students” comparison group may include students with disabilities, 
because states report data differently. 
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Performance Gaps in Science for Students with Disabilities 

Figures 24-26 present the science performance of students in states that publicly reported data 
by grade. At the elementary level, in 2008-09, the performance gap between students with dis- 
abilities and general education students ranged from 6 to 43 percentage points (see Figure 24). 
Middle school science gaps ranged from 15 to 50 percentage points (see Figure 25). High school 
science gaps ranged from 16 to 48 percentage points (see Figure 26). 



Figure 24. Elementary Science Performance on the Regular Assessment 




Legend: Heavy Solid Bar = Students with disabilities percent proficient 

Dashed Line = Gap between students with disabilities and regular students. For some 
states the “regular students” comparison group may include students with disabilities, 
because states report data differently. 
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Figure 25. Middle School Science Performance on the Regular Assessment 




Legend: Heavy Solid Bar = Students with disabilities percent proficient 

Dashed Line = Gap between students with disabilities and regular students. For some 
states the “regular students” comparison group may include students with disabilities, 
because states report data differently. 




NCEO 



35 




Percent Proficient 



Figure 26. High Schooi Science Performance on the Reguiar Assessment 




Legend: Heavy Solid Bar = Students with disabilities percent proficient 

Dashed Line = Gap between students with disabilities and regular students. For some 
states the “regular students” comparison group may include students with disabilities, 
because states report data differently. 
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Selected Results for Regular Assessment Performance for ELLs with Disabilities 
Performance Gaps Across Content Areas for ELLs with Disabilities 

In Figures 27 through 29, the performance of ELLs with disabilities and students with disabili- 
ties who are not ELLs are presented. Grades 4, 8, and 10 were used for most states to represent 
elementary, middle and high school levels. It is important to remember that the populations taking 
regular assessments in each state may vary. Reasons for the variation include the existence of 
different alternate assessments offered across states so that students who might typically take a 
regular assessment in one state, in another state might instead take an AA-GLAS or AA-MAS. 
They also might take a different language version of a regular assessment, one that is reported 
separately. Lurther, there are different standards across states, with varying levels of difficulty 
in assessments and how they are administered, as well as different numbers of students taking 
assessments. When a small number of students take an assessment, such as ELLs with disabili- 
ties, additional caution must be taken in interpreting performance. 

Ligure 27 shows elementary level performance gaps in reading, mathematics, and science for 
ELLs with disabilities and students with disabilities who are not ELL. The range in gaps be- 
tween the two student groups across states was from 19 to 33 percentage points for reading, 8 
to 21 percentage points for mathematics, and 6 to 23 percentage points for science. One state’s 
reading data are not graphed because there were too few students to publicly report. 

Figure 27. ELLs with Disabiiities’ Eiementary Performance on Reguiar Assessment Compared 
to Peers with Disabiiities Who are Not ELLs, Across Content Areas, 2008-09 




Legend: Heavy Solid Bar = ELLs with disabilities percent proficient 

Dashed Line = Gap between ELLs with disabilities and students with disabilities who are not 
ELLs 
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Table 8 shows the comparison in performance gaps for the five states that reported data on ELLs 
with disabilities, all students with disabilities who are not ELL, and general education students. 
This table shows the gap data for all students with disabilities and general education students as 
well as additional data collected for students with disabilities who are not ELL. Lor the five states 
with data at the elementary level. Table 8 shows that the smallest average gaps in performance 
for ELLs with Disabilities (EWD) in both comparison groups, were in mathematics, followed 
by science then reading. Lor students with disabilities who are not ELL in the middle column, 
the smallest gaps were in science, followed by reading and mathematics. 

Table 8. Elementary Level Gap Comparisons Across Reading, Mathematics and Science for 
States Reporting Data for ELLs with Disabilities In 2008-09 



State 


EWD and SWD Gaps 


SWD and GenEd Gaps 
(by states at left)) 


EWD and GenEd Gaps 
(by states at left) 


Reading 


Math 


Science 


Reading 


Math 


Science 


Reading 


Math 


Science 


State A 


na 


14 


6 


27 


42 


22 


na 


55 


28 


State B 


19 


8 


23 


32 


23 


22 


51 


31 


45 


State C 


33 


21 


20 


31 


36 


22 


62 


10 


41 


State D 


21 


17 


15 


31 


34 


27 


52 


51 


42 


State E 


22 


11 


19 


5 


4 


15 


44 


33 


33 


Avg. Gaps 


24 


14 


17 


25 


28 


22 


52 


36 


38 



Ligure 28 shows performance across content areas for the middle school level. The gap ranges 
were 12 to 33 percentage points for reading, -2 to 12 for mathematics, and 10 to 23 for science. 
The data for mathematics, in one state, showed ELLs with disabilities with a slightly higher 
percentage scoring proficient than their peers with disabilities who were not ELLs. 
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Figure 28. ELLs with Disabiiities’ Middie Schooi Performance on Reguiar Assessment 
Compared to Peers with Disabiiities Who are Not ELLs, Across Content Areas, 2008-09 




Reading Gaps 



Mathematics Gaps 



Science Gaps 



Legend: Heavy Solid Bar = ELLs with disabilities percent proficient 

Dashed Line = Gap between ELLs with disabilities and students with disabilities who are not 
ELLs. 



Table 9, which shows gaps for middle school students, revealed a pattern similar to the elemen- 
tary level, with ELLs with disabilities exhibiting smaller gaps in math, followed by science and 
reading with larger gaps. In State A, ELLs with disabilities had a slightly higher percentage 
scoring proficient in mathematics than their peers with disabilities who were not ELLs, thus 
the negative gap indication. Lor gaps between students with disabilities who are not ELLs and 
regular education students, the smallest gaps were in reading followed by very similar and larger 
gaps in mathematics and science. 
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Table 9. Middle School Level Gap Comparisons Across Reading, Mathematics and Science for 
States Reporting Data for ELLs with Disabilities in 2008-2009 



State 


EWD and SWD Gaps 


SWD and Regular Gaps 
(by states at left) 


EWD and Regular Gaps 
(by states at left) 


Reading 


Math 


Science 


Reading 


Math 


Science 


Reading 


Math 


Science 


State A 


12 


-2 


14 


37 


47 


46 


49 


45 


75 


State B 


19 


11 


19 


46 


40 


39 


65 


51 


57 


State C 


21 


11 


13 


41 


41 


28 


61 


52 


41 


State D 


12 


11 


10 


45 


45 


35 


57 


57 


45 


State E 


33 


12 


23 


6 


8 


34 


52 


48 


55 


Avg Gaps 


19 


9 


16 


35 


36 


36 


57 


51 


55 



Figure 29 presents high school level performance across content areas. The gap ranges at this 
level were 18 to 28 for reading, 6 to 14 for mathematics, and -5 to 20 for science. For science, 
one state reported ELLs with disabilities as having a higher percentage scoring proficient com- 
pared to peers with disabilities who were not ELLs. 



Figure 29. ELLs with Disabilities’ High School Performance on Regular Assessment Compared 
to Peers with Disabilities Who are Not ELLs, Across Content Areas, 2008-09 




Legend: Heavy Solid Bar = ELLs with disabilities percent proficient 

Dashed Line = Gap between ELLs with disabilities and students with disabilities who are not 
ELLs 
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Table 10 presents average gap comparisons at the high school level. At this level, ELLs with 
disabilities compared to students with disabilities who are not ELLs, have smaller average gaps 
in mathematics, followed generally by larger gaps in science and reading. Students with dis- 
abilities compared to regular students within the five states almost had the same sizes of gaps 
across content areas at this grade level. 

Table 10. High School Level Gap Comparisons Across Reading, Mathematics and Science for 
States Reporting Data for ELLs with Disabilities in 2008-09 





EWD and SWD Gaps 


SWD and Regular Gaps 


EWD and Regular Gaps 


State 








(Five Common States) 


(Five Common States) 




Reading 


Math 


Science 


Reading 


Math 


Science 


Reading 


Math 


Science 


State A 


na 


11 


-5 


48 


47 


48 


na 


58 


43 


State C* 


23 


6 


14 


43 


35 


33 


65 


41 


47 


State D 


18 


14 


18 


45 


48 


39 


63 


62 


57 


State E 


28 


9 


20 


20 


24 


40 


67 


57 


59 


Avg. Gaps 


23 


10 


12 


39 


39 


40 


65 


55 


52 



*State B did not have data for comparison. 



The pattern of smaller average gaps in mathematics, followed by larger gaps in science and 
reading was consistent for the five states plotted, across all grade levels, although, at the high 
school level the comparison with general education students showed a smaller gap in science, 
followed by mathematics and reading. There were consistently larger gaps in reading for ELLs 
with disabilities across all grade levels and in comparison with regular students and their peers 
with disabilities. 



ELLs with Disabilities’ Performance on Regular Assessments in Other Languages 

Three states (California, Colorado, and Texas) reported participation and performance data for 
students with disabilities taking regular assessments in Spanish. In one of the states (California), 
all students who take the Spanish version are ELLs, and in the other states (Colorado and Texas) 
there are a small number of students who may take the assessment who are not ELLs but are 
served in bilingual programs. 

Lor one of the three states, the percent of ELLs with disabilities proficient on its regular as- 
sessment in Spanish was 13% for elementary reading, and 31% for elementary mathematics. 
That state had no reported data for middle or high school grades in Spanish. Lor the second and 
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third states, the Spanish assessment performance in elementary reading was 25 and 46 percent 
proficient. The second state, with 100 tested in elementary reading, had 6 students who were 
not indicated as being ELL and thus were not designated concerning their disability status. This 
state also reported 30 percent proficient in writing in Spanish. Performance was reported for 
other content areas in the third state, with 52 percent proficient in mathematics and 22 percent 
in science. None of the three states with regular assessments taken in Spanish reported data for 
middle or high school grades. 



AA-AAS Performance Approaches for Students with Disahilities and ELLs with 
Disabilities 

Ligure 30 displays the approaches that the 50 states used to report performance data for alternate 
assessments based on alternate achievement standards (AA-AAS). This figure shows that the 
most common performance reporting categories were percent in each achievement level (n=27), 
followed by percent proficient (n=17). These are similar to the approaches that states used to 
report on their regular assessments. More states reported “other scores” on the regular assess- 
ment than they did for AA-AAS. Only six states reported “other scores” for AA-AAS. Lor more 
detailed information by state and assessment, see Appendix L. The ways states reported these 
data for ELLs with disabilities were similar (see Ligure 31 and Appendix M). 



Figure 30. Number of States Reporting AA-AAS Performance by Various Approaches in the 
ESEA Accountabiiity System in 2008-09 



Percent Proficient (n = 1 7) 
Percentin Each AchievementLevel (n=27) 
Percent Not Proficient (n = 1 0) 
Number Proficient (n = 1 4) 
Numberin Each AchievementLevel (n = 15) 
Num ber Not Proficient (n =4) 
Percentile Rank (n=2) 
Other Scores (n=6) 




10 



20 30 

Number of Regular States 



40 



50 



42 



NCEO 



Figure 31. Number of States Reporting AA-AAS Performance for ELLs with Disabiiities by 
Various Approaches in the ESEA Accountabiiity System in 2008-09 



Percent Proficient (n =7) 
Percentin Each Achievement Level (n = 13) 
Percent Not Proficient (n =4) 
Num ber Proficient (n =4) 
Number in Each Achievement Level (n=6) 
Number Not Proficient (n =3) 
Percentile Rank (n=2) 
OtherScores (n=3) 




Number of Regular States 



AA-MAS Performance Approaches for Students with Disabilities 

For AA-MAS performance, five states reported percent proficient, and four states each reported 
percent in each achievement level and number proficient. Three states reported number in each 
achievement level, and two states reported AA-MAS data merged with the regular assessment 
data. 



AA-MAS Performance Approaches for ELLs with Disabilities 

Four states reported performance data for ELLs with disabilities on an AA-MAS. Three states 
reported the percent of students in achievement levels. Two states reported the percent of stu- 
dents that were proficient. Two states reported average scale scores, and one state reported the 
mean scale scores. 
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Other Information Collected for 2008-2009 



Title III Assessments for English Language Proficiency (ELP) 

In past reports on ELLs with disabilities, we tried to track the extent to which states reported 
on all assessment types. This included assessments designed to measure the states’ Annual 
Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) as reported to the federal government under 
Title III (i.e., ELP assessments). In prior reports, the total number of states publicly reporting 
these data for ELLs with disabilities was small (Albus, Thurlow, & Liu, 2009). Lor 2008-09, 
there were five regular states that reported participation and performance data for this group of 
students (California, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, and Texas). Alaska and Colorado reported 
information on accommodated students who took ELP assessments, but these data likely did 
not include all ELLs with disabilities because some students probably did not use accommoda- 
tions on the assessments. Pennsylvania also reported data publicly online in 2008-09, but users 
required a log-in to access the data. In the past (2007-08), there were also five states that reported 
these data for ELLs with disabilities, plus Alaska and Colorado, which reported some data by 
accommodations but not the total for all ELLs with disabilities assessed. Overall, in 2008-09, 
there were only 10 states that publicly reported online any participation or performance data 
on their Title III assessments; thus half of those reporting ELP data for ELLs also reported on 
ELLs with disabilities. General information on states reporting participation or performance 
on an ELP assessment is provided in Appendix N. 

Table 11 shows the different ways that states reported ELP performance for 2008-09. The 
score type most in common across the states was composite scores showing percent proficient 
(California, Michigan, and Texas). Although more states reported just an overall score, the type 
of scores reported by modality (e.g., reading, writing, speaking, listening) were split between 
mean scale scores and providing information that allowed us to calculate percent proficient. 

Performance gaps in states with composite scores are presented in Ligure 32 for elementary 
(fourth grade), middle school (eighth grade), and high school levels (tenth grade). It should 
be noted that states individually determine how composite scores are constructed, and ELP 
assessments vary across states. Because we have data from only a few states, caution should 
be exercised in interpreting findings. The elementary performance gaps across the three states 
ranged from 29 to 42. At the middle school level the gaps ranged from 12 to 34, and at the high 
school level from 17 to 25 percentage points. 
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Table 11. How ELP Scores are Reported Across States in 2008-09 



States 


Type of Score^ 


Performance 


By Grade 


Grade 

Ranges 


% Proficient 
Can Be 
Calculated 


Mean Scale 
Score 


California 


By Modality 


X 






X 


Composite 


X 




X 




Michigan 


By Modality 


X 






X 


Composite 


X 




X 




Minnesota 


By Modality 


X 




X 




Composite 


None 








New York 


Combined Modalities 




X 


X 




Composite 


None 








Texas 


By Modality 


X 




X 




Composite 


X 




X 





*By modality indicates data were reported for reading, writing, listening, and speaking separately. 
Composite indicates that a score across all modalities was reported. 



Figure 32. English Language Proficiency Assessment Performance Gaps by Composite 
Scores and Grade Level for ELLs with Disabilities Compared to ELLs in 2008-09. 
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High School Gaps 
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Reporting on Accommodations 



Twenty-eight states reported participation or performance data for students taking state assess- 
ments with or without accommodations (see Appendix O for details). This number was up from 
19 in 2007-08. At least part of this increase may be attributed to the fact that we included APR 
data in some analyses for 2008-09, such as reporting of accommodations data, even though 
we did not in 2007-08. Of these 28 states, all reported accommodated students’ participation, 
performance, or both, disaggregating by grade for at least one of their assessments. Seven states 
reported participation or performance by specific type of accommodation used by students 
(Louisiana, Colorado, Mississippi, Minnesota, North Carolina, New Hampshire, and Texas). Two 
states reported participation and performance for accommodations based on levels of approval 
for their use: non-approved/modification (Colorado) and standard and non-standard accommoda- 
tion (Michigan). Two states reported accommodation use disaggregated by assessments based 
on modified achievement standards (Louisiana and Oklahoma). Another state (Texas) reported 
linguistically accommodated testing (LAT) administration for students with disabilities, as well 
as a “bundled” set of accommodations for students with dyslexia on the English and Spanish 
versions of the regular assessment. 

Of all 28 states reporting data on accommodated administrations of a state assessment, 20 states 
reported both participation and performance data for accommodated students. Eight states 
reported participation only, either the number or percent participating, with accommodations 
(Connecticut, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, 
and Tennessee). 

Table 12 presents information on how states that reported on accommodations on state tests 
reported participation information. Twenty-one states (22 state tests) each reported data with 
and without accommodations, four states reported with accommodations only (6 state tests), 
one state reported without accommodations only (1 state test), nine reported by specific accom- 
modation (18 state tests), and one state each by non-approved/nonstandard accommodation, 
one state test. Eor specific data reporting, 12 states reported numbers tested (16 state tests), 3 
states reported percent tested (3 state tests), and 19 states reported both number and percent 
tested (22 state tests). 
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Table 12. 2008-2009 Summary of States that Reported State-Level Information about 
Accommodations: Participation 



State 


Assessment 


Participation 


With and 
Without 
Accom. 


By 

Specific 

Accom. 


By Non- 
approved/ 
Nonstandard 


Ns 

Reported 


%s 

Reported 


Ns and 
%s 

Reported 


Alaska 


ELP Test 


With accom 






X 






Arizona 


AIMS 


X 










X 


Arkansas 


Regular Assmt 


X 










X 


Colorado 


CSAP 


With accom 


X 








X 


CSAPA 


With accom 


X 




X 






CELA 




X 


X 


X 






Connecticut 


CMT & CAPT 


X 






Can calculate 


X 




Florida 


FCAT 


X 






X 






Hawaii 


Regular Assmt 


X 






X 






Illinois 


Regular Assmt 


X 










X 


Indiana 


ISTEP+ 


X 










X 


Iowa 


ITBS/ITED 


X 










X 


Louisiana 


LAA2 


With accom 


X 




X 






LAA1 


With accom 


X 




X 






LEAP & iLEAP 


Without accom 


X 




X 






Michigan 


MEAP, ACCESS, 
FI.MME, 

And ELPA 






X 






X 


Minnesota 


MCAs 




X 






X 




Mississippi 


MCT2 


X 


X 








X 


Missouri 


Regular Assmt 


X 


Category of 
accom 




X 




X 


Nebraska 


Regular Assmt 


X 










X 


North Carolina 


EOG & EOC 




X 








X 


NCEXTEND2 

EOG 




X 








X 


NCEXTEND2 OCS 




X 








X 


Computer Skills 




X 




X 






Writing 




X 








X 


North Dakota 


NDSA 


X 










X 


New Hampshire 


NECAP 




X 




X 
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Table 12. 2008-2009 Summary of States that Reported State-Level Information about 
Accommodations: Participation (continued) 



Oklahoma 


OCCT, EOl 


X 










X 


OMAAP 


X 






X 






Oregon 


OSA 


X 










X 


Rhode Island 


NECAP 


X 










X 


S. Carolina 


Regular Assmt 


X 










X 


S. Dakota 


□STEP 


X 










X 


Tennessee 


TCAPAT 


X 








X 




Texas 


TAKS 


X 










X 


TAKS using 
Dyslexia accoms 




Bundled 
For Dyslexia 




X 






LAT TAKS 


With accom 






X 






Utah 


Regular Assmt 


X 






X 






W. Virginia 


WESTEST2 


X 










X 



Table 13 presents information on how states that reported on accommodations on state tests 
reported performance information. Seventeen states (18 state tests) reported data with and 
without accommodations, three states reported with accommodations only (3 state tests), three 
states reported without accommodations only (3 state tests), and three states reported by specific 
accommodation (9 state tests). For specific data reporting, 3 states reported numbers proficient 
(3 state tests), six states reported percent proficient (11 state tests), and 15 states reported both 
number and percent proficient (17 state tests). 
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Table 13. 2008-09 Summary of States that Reported State-Level Information about 
Accommodations: Performance 



State 


Assessment 


Performance 


With and Without 
Accomm. 


By 

Specific 

Accomm. 


Ns 

Reported 


%s 

Reported 


Ns and %s 
Reported 


Alaska 


ELP Test 


With accom 








X 


Arizona 


AIMS 


X 








X 


Arkansas 


Regular Assmt 


X 








X 


Colorado 


CSAP 


X 








X 


CSAPA 


Without accom 


X 






X 


CELA 


X 




X 






Connecticut 


CMT & CAPT 












Florida 


FCAT 


X 






X 




Hawaii 


Regular Assmt 


X 




X 






Illinois 


Regular Assmt 


X 








X 


Indiana 


ISTEP+ 


X 








X 


Iowa 


ITBS/ITED 


X 








X 


Louisiana 


LAA2 


Without accom 


X 




X 




LAA1 




X 




X 




LEAP & iLEAP 


Without accom 


X 




X 




Michigan 


MEAP, ACCESS, 
FI.MME, 

And ELPA 


X 








X 


Minnesota 


MCAs 












Mississippi 


MCT2 


X 








X 


Missouri 


Regular Assmt 


X 


Category of 
accom 




X 




Nebraska 


Regular 












North Carolina 


EOG & EOC 




X 




X 




NCEXTEND2 

EOG 




X 




X 




NCEXTEND2 

OCS 




X 




X 




Computer Skills 




X 






X 


Writing 




X 






X 


North Dakota 


NDSA 


X 








X 


New Hampshire 


NECAP 













NCEO 



49 



Table 13. 2008-09 Summary of States that Reported State-Level Information about 
Accommodations: Performance (continued) 



Oklahoma 


OCCT, EOl 












OMAAP 


With accom 






X 




Oregon 


OSA 


X 








X 


Rhode Island 


NECAP 


X 








X 


S. Carolina 


Regular Assmt 












S. Dakota 


□STEP 


X 








X 


Tennessee 


TCAPAT 












Texas 


TAKS 


X 








X 


TAKS using 
Dyslexia accoms 




Bundled for 
Dyslexia 




X 




LAT TAKS 


With accom 






X 




Utah 


Regular Assmt 


X 




X 






W. Virginia 


WESTEST2 













“Click” Analysis of Web-based Reporting 

Publicly reported data are not functionally public unless provided in an easily accessible manner. 
To examine ease of access, we analyzed the number of mouse clicks it took to locate disaggregated 
data on students with disabilities on the Web sites of state departments of educations. This analysis 
is similar to previous analyses we have conducted, and presents click summary figures for all 
regular states with data on regular assessments and AA-AAS. For states with a Web page that 
generates reports, we did not count the additional clicks needed to choose specific demographic 
or assessment characteristics. For those sites, we only counted the number of clicks needed to 
arrive at the generator site and a final “submit” click. Web page search engines were not used 
and “false starts” were not counted. 

Figure 33 presents the number of clicks between Web pages required to arrive at the disaggregated 
data for states’ regular assessments. Figure 34 presents the same information for states’ AA- 
AAS. For 2008-09, most state Web sites in the analysis required 3 or 4 clicks to access data, 
with 33 states for regular assessments and 24 states for AA-AAS data. No state required 7 or 
more clicks for regular or AA-AAS assessments. This is somewhat comparable to the results 
of the previous year’s analysis (2007-08), which found 34 states with 3-4 clicks and 1 state 
with 7 clicks or more for regular assessments and 25 states with 3-4 clicks and 1 states with 7 
clicks or more on AA-AAS. However, because Web sites change frequently, and because the 
number of states reporting data changes from year to year, an exact comparison is not possible. 
For example, in the past two years, all but one state has reported regular assessment data. For 
2007-08, 42 states reported AA-AAS data, while 44 did so in 2006-07. 
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Figure 33. Number of States in Each “Ciick” Category for States Reporting Reguiar 
Assessments (Totai N=50) 




■ 1-2 clicks (n=5) 

□ 3-4 clicks (n=33) 

□ 5-6 clicks (n=12) 

□ 7 clicks (n=0) 



Figure 34. Number of States in Each Ciick Category for states Reporting AA-AAS (Totai N=43) 




■ 1 -2 clicks (n=4) 

□ 3-4 clicks (n=24) 

□ 5-6 clicks (n=15) 

□ 7 clicks (n=0) 
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Summary and Discussion 

Extent of Public Reporting for Students with Disabilities 

2008-09 marked the first year that all 50 regular states were counted as having at least some 
disaggregated data for students with disabilities that is publicly reported in a manner comparable 
to that of their data for general education or all students. In the previous year, 49 of 50 states 
had data publicly reported online. States reporting participation and performance for all regular 
assessments totaled 46 states, with 4 states reporting these data for some but not all regular as- 
sessments within ESEA accountability systems. This number was similar to the numbers found 
for 2007-08. There were 32 states reporting participation and performance data for all regular 
assessments in and outside the ESEA accountability systems, and 18 states that reported these 
data for some assessments in and outside the system. This difference in how states reported on 
assessments in and outside ESEA systems remained about the same as in 2007-08. 

Eor regular states reporting on alternate assessments based on alternate achievement standards 
(AA-AAS), the number of states with at least some data increased to 45. Of these, there were 
44 states reporting both participation and performance, up from 36 states the year before, and 
one state reporting participation only. 



Extent of Reporting Compared to Previous Years 

Those states reporting both participation and performance for all regular assessments inside 
ESEA accountability systems changed by one state in the past three years, with 46 in 2006-2007, 
45 in 2007-08, and 46 states in 2008-09. Eor this most recent year, states reported disaggregated 
participation and performance data online for 92% of all regular assessments within ESEA sys- 
tems. Eour states reported participation or performance for some but not all assessments within 
ESEA. No state reported only participation or only performance for all state assessments. The 
number of unique states, including special territories, publicly reporting disaggregated partici- 
pation and performance data for regular assessments in 2008-09 remained at four states, the 
same as for 2007-08. 

The number of regular states publicly reporting participation and performance for AA-AAS in- 
creased to 44 states after remaining at 36 states from 2006-07 to 2007-08. The number of states 
that did not publicly report AA-AAS data declined to 5 states, down from 8 states the previous 
year. Just one state reported performance only for its AA-AAS. Eor unique states, there were 4 
states that reported both participation and performance on AA-AAS in 2008-09. This contrasts 
to either one or no states reporting these data from 2005-06 to 2007-08. 
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Extent of Public Reporting for ELLs with Disabilities 



Most states do not disaggregate data for ELLs with disabilities, though the number that do is 
increasing slightly from year to year. Compared to just one state reporting participation and 
performance data on a regular assessment in 2006-07 (Albus, Thurlow, & Liu, 2009), five states 
reported participation and performance for all regular assessments and three states reported these 
data for some regular assessments in 2008-09. Lor AA-AAS, 20 states reported both partici- 
pation and performance, with 3 other states reporting only performance, and 1 state reporting 
only participation. This compares to 14 states that reported participation and performance data 
for an AA-AAS in 2006-07, with one state that reported participation only, and 2 states that 
reported performance only, in that year. In 2008-09, one unique state, the District of Columbia, 
reported participation information on a regular assessment. One other unique state, Puerto Rico, 
reported participation information for ELLs with disabilities on its AA-AAS. Neither unique 
state reported disaggregated performance for either assessment. 



How Data Are Reported 

In the past three years, states’ most common approaches for communicating participation and 
performance on regular assessments and AA-AAS remained the same. Lor participation, the 
most common way to report was in terms of the number assessed (37 states for regular assess- 
ment and 36 for AA-AAS). Lor performance, the most common way was reporting the percent 
of students in each achievement level (39 states for regular assessments and 26 for AA-AAS) 
followed by percent proficient (26 states for regular assessments and 17 states for AA-AAS). 
These numbers were identical to those for 2007-08. The data on ELLs with disabilities were 
reported using the same approaches as for students with disabilities overall. Lor ELLs with 
disabilities, more states reported exemption information. This may be due to regulations that 
allow certain ELLs to be exempted from some testing due to amount of time they have been 
in the country, although ELLs with disabilities should be included in the data reported for all 
students with disabilities. 



How Students Performed on Regular Assessments 

The general pattern toward decreasing gaps between general education students and students 
with disabilities seems to have reversed slightly in 2008-09. There were indications of larger 
gaps across all content and grade levels. Still, there were increases in scores for both populations 
across all grades and content areas. Larger gaps seem to be due to a larger overall mean gain 
among general education students compared to the mean gain made by students with disabilities. 
Although the mean gap generally grew, the mean gaps remained smaller overall in elementary 
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reading and middle school mathematics. The mean gaps grew the most in elementary mathemat- 
ics and middle school reading, which was the result of general education students making even 
larger gains in these areas compared to the gains made by students with disabilities. 

Performance for ELLs with disabilities, compared to students with disabilities who are not ELLs, 
and the general education student population, showed a consistent pattern across content areas 
in terms of the smallest mean gaps, although this analysis included only five states. EEEs with 
disabilities’ performance, compared to performance of students with disabilities who are not 
EEEs and performance of general education students, repeatedly showed the smallest mean gap 
in mathematics, followed by science and reading. The only exception was at the high school 
level, where the comparison with general education students showed the smallest gap in sci- 
ence, followed by mathematics and reading. Similar mean gap comparisons for students with 
disabilities who are not EEEs within the five states, showed no similar consistent pattern across 
grades by content areas. There were some data reported where EEEs with disabilities had a 
higher percentage proficient than their peers with disabilities who were not EEE. It is noted that 
caution should be used in data interpretation within a state or across states due to differences 
in the characteristics of populations taking each state’s regular assessment. These differences 
are related to the variations in assessment options available in states as well as other factors. 



Performance on AA-MAS 

Eight states reported data on their AA-MAS, with six reporting disaggregated participation 
and performance, one state reporting disaggregated participation but merged performance with 
the regular assessment, and one state reporting participation and performance merged with its 
regular assessment data. Of these eight states, four reported disaggregated participation and 
performance for EEEs with disabilities taking the state AA-MAS. 



Performance on Title III ELP Assessments 

Only 10 states reported participation or performance data for any student taking an English 
language proficiency assessment, with or without disabilities. Among these states, 5 reported 
data for EEEs with disabilities on English language proficiency assessments used for Title III 
accountability. Three of these five states reported performance by grade using similar reporting 
categories. These showed the largest mean gaps at elementary grades, with somewhat smaller 
mean gaps at middle and high school grades. Caution should be used in data interpretation with 
such a small number of states because of differences across states in test construction and design 
and how composite scores are constructed. No unique state reported Title III EEP assessment data. 
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Accommodations Reporting 



Accommodations reporting continued its upward trend from previous years with the number 
of states reporting disaggregated data for students who used accommodations on state assess- 
ments in 2008-09 up to 28 states from 19 states in 2007-08 and 16 states in 2006-07. Of these 
28 states, 7 reported either participation or performance by specific type of accommodation used 
by students. Two states reported participation and performance for accommodations based on 
levels of approval for their use (i.e., non-approved/ modification and standard and non-standard 
accommodations). Two states reported accommodations used on an AA-MAS, and one state 
reported linguistically accommodated testing for students with disabilities and a “bundled” set 
of accommodations for students with dyslexia, also by ELL status for English and Spanish ver- 
sions of regular assessments. Twenty states reported both participation and performance data 
for accommodated students. Slightly more states reported participation data than performance 
data for students using accommodations on state tests. 

Recommendations for Reporting 

The following recommendations are offered concerning public reporting of disaggregated data 
for students with disabilities: 

1. Report participation and performance results for each assessment, content 
area, and grade level. 

2. Clearly label preliminary and final data with dates posted. 

3. Report participation with accommodations 

4. Report participation percentages, disaggregated by grade 

5. Make data accessible by attending carefully to the usability of formats, ease 
of finding information, and clarity of language. 

Lor the 2008-09 school year, most states reported data by assessment, content area, grade level 
and whether it was finalized data. Also, states with more than one version of finalized data 
posted also publicly communicated which version of the reports to use. Similarly to last year, 
a few states are choosing to merge their regular and AA-AAS assessment performance data, or 
are combining other alternates that are not clearly identified in reports. Although the practice of 
combining regular and alternate assessment data makes sense for some accountability purposes, 
it does not allow analysis of data by test, and is therefore less desirable from the standpoint of 
those wishing to carry out such analyses. 
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This year, more states reported data on accommodated participation and performance than in 
previous years. The number of states reporting participation percentages remained about the same 
as in previous years; however, states continue to differ in the denominator used to calculate the 
percentage (whether percent of students tested in the system or percent of students tested based 
on numbers enrolled in grade level). Finally, the accessibility of reports has remained about the 
same over the past few years, as measured via the number of clicks it takes to get to assessment 
data from a state’s homepage. Despite the improvements, more can be done to ensure that data 
are presented in accessible formats for a broad population of users. States may wish to consider 
the populations of stakeholders using the data to determine how best to improve accessibility 
of data on their Web sites. For example, some states provide resources in other languages for 
understanding state assessments and results. 



Conclusion 

Although reporting practices for regular assessments have changed little for 2008-09 compared 
to the previous years, this year did mark the first time all 50 states reported disaggregated data 
for at least some state assessments in ESEA accountability systems. Reporting on AA-AAS also 
improved over the previous two years. Eurther, all states with AA-MAS reported participation 
and performance data. 

Eor performance, although there were increased mean gaps for students with disabilities and 
regular students on regular assessments across all grades and content areas, the mean perfor- 
mance for students in both populations showed improvement in all grades and content areas, 
but regular students showed larger mean gains compared to last year. Unique states held steady 
with reporting on regular assessments, and made some improvement in the number of states 
reporting on AA-AAS. Eurther, with the inclusion of EEEs with disabilities in this report, we 
saw that although fewer states report on these students for regular assessments, this number 
also is increasing over prior reports. Nearly half of the regular states report on AA-AAS for this 
population. Eor Title III EEP assessments, half of the regular states that publicly reported data 
for EEEs did so for EEEs with disabilities. 

Einally, the publicly disaggregated participation and performance data described in this report 
covered a variety of state assessments based on state content standards. States have increased 
the breadth of their reporting over the years, to some extent due to additional testing options but 
also due to more detailed reporting and reporting data not reported previously. 
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Most states now have adopted the common core state standards and will be transitioning to new 
assessments designed to be used by consortia of states. We anticipate that as states implement the 
new assessments, some of the current limitations in data interpretation will disappear. Assuming 
the continued disaggregation of publicly reported data by subgroups, we believe that we will 
gain a clearer national picture of the participation and performance of students with disabilities. 
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Appendix A 

Example Letter to Assessment Director 



The National Center on Educational Outcomes is examining states’ public reports on 2008- 
2009 school year assessment results. Our goal is to (a) identify all components of each state’s 
testing system (b) determine whether each state reports disaggregated test results for stu- 
dents with disabilities and English language learners (ELLs) with disabilities, (c) describe 
the way participation and performance information is presented, and (d) describe how states 
report results for students who took the test with accommodations or modifications. This 
year we have comhined verification of data for ELLs with disabilities to streamline our 
contact with you. 

We have reviewed your Web site for test information, including both participation and per- 
formance data on your statewide assessments. Enclosed are tables highlighting our findings 
from that review. Please verify all included information. Specifically, please return the 
tables that we have attached, noting your changes to them. Also, if there is additional 
publicly reported information available for your state, please provide us with the public 
document and/or website that contains the accurate information. Address your respons- 
es to Deb Albus via email albusOOl @ umn.edu, fax (612) 624-0879,or via mail to the above 
address. 

If you have any questions about our request, please email Deb Albus or call at (612) 626- 
0323. Please respond by April 19, 2010. 

Thank you for taking the time to provide this information. 

Sincerely, 

Martha Thurlow 
Director 

Deb Albus 
Research Eellow 
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ALABAMA, 2008-2009 
(Tables 1- 6) 



Table 1: Tests Administered and Results Found on Your State’s Regular Report(s) 

Please review this table for its accuracy, make any changes (if necessary), and fill in 
any blank fields. 



Test 


Grades 

Tested 


Subject Areas 


Is Disaggregated Info on Participation and 
Performance Reported for ... 


Is this test 
part of NCLB 
system? 
(Yes/No) 


Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 




Partic. 


Perform. 


Partic. 


Perform. 




DIBELS 


K-2 


Reading 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Direct Assess- 
ment of Writing 
(DAW) [CRT] 


5, 7, 10 


Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Alabama High 
School Gradu- 
ation Exam 
(AHSGE) [EXIT] 


11, 12 


Reading, Lan- 
guage, Math, 
Science, Social 
Studies 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Stanford Achieve- 
ment Test, 10*" 
ed. (SAT- 10) 
[NRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Math, 
Language (5-8), 
Science (5,7), So- 
cial Studies (6) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Alabama Read- 
ing and Math- 
ematics Test 
(ARMT) [CRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Alabama Science 
Assessment 


5,7 


Science 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Otis-Lennon 
School Ability 
Test (OLSAT 8) 
[NRT] 


3-8 


Does not specify 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Alabama Alter- 
nate Assessment 
(AAA) 

AAS* 


K- 11 


Reading, Math, Sci- 
ence (5,7,11) 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Title III ELP as- 
sessment 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, 
Speaking, Listening 


In next columns 


No 


No 


Yes 



Standards :*AAS=based on alternate achievement standards; GLAS=based on grade level achievement 
standards 

Assessment Types: CRT=Criterion Referenced Test; NRT=Norm Referenced; EXIT=Diplema Test 
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Table 2: Participation Information for Students with Disabilities 



Please review this table. A “Y” indicates we found data reported this way in your state’s regular report(s). 
Please add a “Y” if your state uses additional categories in your regular report(s), and please provide us 
with the information (either a hard copy or a Web-link). A regular report is a public report summarizing 
data for students with disabilities in a manner equivalent to that used for state data reporting for students 
without disabilities or for all students. 



Note: “Y” marks indicate categories the state uses descriptively (e.g., we do not add percentages of 
students across achievement levels to get total percent proficient for this table). 



Test 


Data reported by grade and individ 


lual test 


Percent of Stu- 
dents by Assess- 
ment 

(e.g. ,4% in alternate on 
AAS) 


Number of 
Students 
Tested 


Number of 
Students Not 
Tested 


Percent of Stu- 
dents (participa- 
tion rate e.g., 
98% gr. 4) 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number and/ 
or Percent 
Absent 


AHSGE 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


SAT- 10 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


ARMT 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Science 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


OLSAT 8 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Writing 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


DiBELS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AAA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 



Table 3: Participation Information for ELLs with Disabilities 



Test 


Data reported by grade and individ 


lual test 


Percent of Stu- 
dents by Assess- 
ment 

(e.g. ,4% in alternate on 
AAS) 


Number of 
Students 
Tested 


Number of 
Students Not 
Tested 


Percent of Stu- 
dents (participa- 
tion rate e.g., 
98% gr. 4) 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number and/ 
or Percent 
Absent 


AHSGE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


SAT- 10 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


ARMT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Science 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


OLSAT 8 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Writing 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


DiBELS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AAA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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Table 4: Performance Information for Students with Disabilities 



Please review this table. A “Y” indicates we found data reported this way in your state’s regular report(s). 
Please add a “Y” if your state uses additional categories in your regular report(s), and please provide us 
with the information (either a hard copy or a Web-link). A regular report is a public report summarizing 
data for students with disabilities in a manner equivalent to that used for state data reporting for students 
without disabilities or for all students. 



Note: “Y” marks indicate categories the state uses descriptively (e.g., we do not add percentages of 
students across achievement levels to get total percent proficient for this table). 



Test 


Data reported by grade and individual test 


Percent in 
Each Achieve- 
ment Level 


Percent in 
Each PR* 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent Not 
Proficient 


Number in 
Each Achieve- 
ment Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Other 


AHSGE 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


SAT-10 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y Percentile 


Science 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


ARMT 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


OLSAT 8 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Writing 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AAA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 



*=Percentile Rank 



Table 5: Performance Information for ELLs with Disabilities 



Test 


Data reported by grade and individual test 


Percent in 
Each Achieve- 
ment Level 


Percent in 
Each PR* 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent Not 
Proficient 


Number in 
Each Achieve- 
ment Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Other 


AHSGE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


SAT-10 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Science 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


ARMT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


OLSAT 8 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Writing 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AAA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 



*=Percentile Rank 
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Table 6: Accommodations 



We are interested in examining if and how states report information about students who 
take assessments using accommodations. Please change our responses (if necessary) 
to reflect information that is reported for your state. If you do make changes, please 
provide us with the information (either a hard-copy or a Web-link). 



Tests Reporting Data 
on Accommodations 


Accommodation 

Categories 


Is Disaggregated Info for Stu- 
dents Using Accommodations 
Reported? (Yes/No) 


For Whom? 




Participation 


Performance 




None 
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Appendix B 

Example Letter to Special Education Director 



The National Center on Educational Outcomes is examining states’ public reports on 2008- 
2009 school year assessment results. Our goal is to (a) identify all components of each state’s 
testing system (b) determine whether each state reports disaggregated test results for stu- 
dents with disabilities and English language learners (ELLs) with disabilities, (c) describe 
the way participation and performance information is presented, and (d) describe how states 
report results for students who took the test with accommodations or modifications. 

We have reviewed your Web site for test information, including both participation and per- 
formance data on your statewide assessments. Enclosed are tables highlighting our findings 
from that review. Please verify all included information. Specifically, please return the 
tables that we have attached, noting your changes to them. Also, if there is additional 
publicly reported information available for your state, please provide us with the spe- 
cific Web address that contains the information. 

New this year: 

Verification for ELLs with disabilities to streamline our contact with you 
Tables 2-6 may include SPP, APR or other reports 

Reminder: 

Tables 2-5 includes data by test and grade. 

These tables do not include data that require further calculations using other reported 
data. 

Address your responses to Deb Albus via email albusOOl @ umn.edu or fax (612) 624-0879. 

If you have any questions about our request, please email Deb Albus or call at (612) 626- 
0323. Please respond by June 1, 2010, though we are also flexible concerning this timeline. 

Thank you for taking the time to provide this information. 

Sincerely, 

Deb Albus 
Research Eellow 
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Appendix C 



Status of Disaggregated Data (Participation and Performance) for Students with 
Disabilities and ELLs with Disabilities on Regular State Tests in the Fifty States and 
Unique States for 2008-2009 



State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Special Education Data 


Test Used 
for ESEA Ac- 
countability 


Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Alabama 


Direct Assess- 
ment of Writing 
(DAW) [CRT] 


5,7,10 


Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Alabama High 
School Gradu- 
ation Exam 
(AHSGE) [EXIT] 


11,12 


Reading, Lan- 
guage, Math, 
Science, Social 
Studies 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Stanford Achieve- 
ment Test, 10th 
ed. (SAT- 10) 
[NRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Lan- 
guage, Math, Sci- 
ence (5,7), Social 
Studies (6) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Alabama Reading 
and Mathemat- 
ics Test (ARMT) 
[CRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Alabama Science 

Assessment 

(ASA)[CRT] 


5,7 


Science 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Otis-Lennon 
School Ability Test 
(OLSAT 8) [NRT] 


3-8 


Does not specify 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Alaska 


Standards Based 
Assessment 
(SBA) [CRT] 


3-10 


Reading, Math, 
Writing; 

Science (4,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


High School Grad- 
uation Qualifying 
Exam (HSGQE) 
[EXIT] 


10-12 


Reading, Math, 
Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 

Diploma 


TerraNova/CAT-6 

[NRT] 


5,7 


Required: Reading, 
Language Arts, 
Math, Not required: 
Science, Social 
Studies, Spelling 


No 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Arizona 


Stanford Achieve- 
ment Test, 1 0th 
ed. (SAT- 10) 
[NRT] 


2,9 


Reading/Language 
Arts, Math 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Arizona Instru- 
ment to Measure 
Standards (AIMS- 
Dual Purpose As- 
sessment) [NRT/ 
CRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Math, 
Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


AIMS Science 
[CRT] 


4,8,HS 


Science 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


AIMS High School 
(AIMS-HS) [EXIT] 


10-12 


Reading, Writing, 
Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Special Education Data 


Test Used 
for ESEA Ac- 
countability 


Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Arkansas 


Stanford Achieve- 
ment Test, 10th 
ed. (SAT- 10) 
[NRT] 


K-9 


Reading, Lan- 
guage, Math 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Arkansas 

Continued 


Arkansas Bench- 
mark Exams 
[CRT] 


3-8 


Literacy(Reading), 
Math, Science (4,7, 
Biology) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


End of Course 
(EOC) [CRT] 


HS 


EOC-Algebra 1, 
EOC-Geometry, 
Literacy 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


California 


California Stan- 
dards Tests (CST) 
[CRT] 


2-11 


English Language 
Arts (2-11), Math 
(2-8), Science 
(5,8,10), Math 
End-of-Course (8- 
11), Flistory-Social 
Science (8-11), 
Science End-of- 
Course (9-11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Standards Based 
Test in Spanish 
[CRT] 


2-11 


Reading/Language 
Arts, Math 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Colorado 


Colorado Student 
Assessment 
Program (CSAP) 
[CRT] 


3-10 


Reading, Math, 
Writing; 

Science (5,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Spanish Version 
of Reading and 
Writing: Escritura, 
Lectura [CRT] 


3,4 


Reading, Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Connecticut 


Connecticut Mas- 
tery Test (CMT) 
[CRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Math, 
Writing; 
Science (5, 8) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Connecticut 
Academic Per- 
formance Test 
(CAPT) [CRT] 


10 


Reading, Math, 
Writing, Science 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Delaware 


Delaware Student 
Testing Program 
(DSTP) [NRT/ 
CRT] 


2-11 


Reading, Math (2- 
10), Writing (3-10), 
Science, Social 
Studies (4,6,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Florida 


Florida Compre- 
hensive Assess- 
ment Test (FCAT) 
[CRT] 


3-11 


Reading (3-10), 
Math (3-10), Writ- 
ing (4,8,10), Sci- 
ence (5,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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Disaggregated Special Education Data 












Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Test Used 


State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


for ESEA Ac- 
countability 


Georgia 


End of Course 
Tests (EOCT) 
[CRT] 


9-12 


Math 1, Math II, O'" 
Grade Literature, 
American Litera- 
ture, Biology, Phys- 
ical Science, US 
History, Economics/ 
Business/Free 
Enterprise, Algebra 
1, Geometry 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 




Georgia High 
School Writing 
Test (GHSWT) 
[CRT] 


11 


Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 




Georgia High 
School Gradua- 
tion Test (GHSGT) 
[EXIT] 


11 


English/Lan- 
guage Arts, Math, 
Science, Social 
Studies 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Georgia 

Continued 


Criterion-Refer- 
enced Competen- 
cy Tests (CRCT) 
[CRT] 


1-8 


Reading, English/ 
Language Arts, 
Math, Science (3- 
8), Social Studies 
(3-8) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Writing Assess- 
ment [CRT] 


3,5,8 


Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Hawaii 


Hawaii State As- 
sessment (HSA) 
[CRT] 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math, 
Writing (grades 
4, 6, 8, 9, 11), 
Science (grades 
5,7,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Hawaiian Aligned 
Portfolio Assess- 
ment (HAPA) Ha- 
waiian language 
standards based 
alternate [CRT] 


3-4 


Reading, Math 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Idaho 


Idaho Direct As- 
sessments (DMA/ 
DWA) [CRT] 


4-9 


Math (4,6,8), Writ- 
ing (5,7,9) 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 




Idaho Standards 
Achievement 
Tests (ISAT) 
[CRT] 


3-10 


Reading, Language 
Usage, Math, Sci- 
ence (5,7,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Idaho Reading 
Indicator (IRI) 
[CRT] 


K-3 


Reading 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Illinois 


Illinois Standards 
Achievement Test 
(ISAT) [CRT] *7'^ 
grade science not 
reported 


3-8 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (4,7); Writing 
(3,5,6,8) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Prairie State 
Achievement 
Exam (PSAE) 
[CRT] 


11 


Reading, Math, Sci- 
ence, Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Special Education Data 


Test Used 
for ESEA Ac- 
countability 


Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Indiana 


Indiana Statewide 
Testing for Edu- 
cational Progress 
(ISTEP+) [NRT/ 
CRT] 


3-10 


English Language 
Arts, Math; 
Science (4,6); So- 
cial Studies (5, 7) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Graduation Quali- 
fying Exam (GQE) 
[EXIT] 


10 


English Language 
Arts, Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Core 40 End-of- 
Course Assess- 
ments (ECAs) 


Varies 


English 10, Algebra 
1, II, Biology 1 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Iowa 


Iowa Tests of 
Basic Skills/lowa 
Tests of Educa- 
tional Develop- 
ment (ITBS/ITED) 
[NRT] 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math; 
Science (8, 11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Kansas 


Kansas Assess- 
ment System 
(KAS) [CRT] 
Combines all tests 
in reporting 


3-8,10,11 


Reading (3-8,11), 
Math (3-8,10), 
History (6,8,11), 
Science (4,7,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Kentucky 


ERAS Explore 
(8th) and Plan 
(10th), ACT in 
high school. [NRT] 


8, 10-11 


English, Math, 
Reading, Science 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Kentucky Core 
Content Test 
(KCCT)[CRT] 


3-8, 

10-12 


Reading (3-8,10), 
Math (3-8,11), 
Writing Portfolio 
and On-Demand 
(5,8,12), Science 

(4.7.11) , Social 
Studies (5,8,11), 
Arts & Humanities 

(5.8.11) , Practical 
Living & Vocational 
Studies (4,7, 10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Louisiana 


Louisiana Educa- 
tional Assessment 
Program (LEAP 
21) [CRT] 


4,8 


English Lan- 
guage Arts, Math, 
Science, Social 
Studies 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


iLEAP [CRT/NRT] 


3, 5-7, 9 


English Language 
Arts, Math (3,5- 
7,9), Science, So- 
cial Studies(3,5-7) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


End-of-Course 

Testing 


After 

course 

taken 


Algebra 1 & II, Eng- 
lish 10, Biology 1 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Graduation Exit 
Exam (GEE 21) 
[EXIT] 


10,11 
and re- 
testers 


English Lan- 
guage Arts, Math, 
Science, Social 
Studies 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Test Used 


State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


for ESEA Ac- 
countability 


Maine 


Maine Educa- 
tional Assessment 
(MEA) [CRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Math; 
Science (5, 8), 
Writing not given 
due to changing to 
NECAP 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Maine High 
School Assess- 
ment (MHSA), 
which consists of 
two components: 
the SAT [NRT] 
and an augment- 
ed mathematics 
component [CRT] 


HS 


Reading, Math, and 
Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Maryland 


Maryland School 
Assessment 
(MSA) [CRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Math 
Science (5,8) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 




High School As- 
sessment (HSA) 
[CRT] 


9-12 


English 2, Biol- 
ogy, Government, 
Algebra 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Massachusetts 


Massachusetts 
Comprehensive 
Assessment 
System (MCAS) 
[CRT] 


3-10 


English Language 
Arts (3-8,10), Math 
(3-8,10), Science & 
Technology/ Engi- 
neering{5,8, 9/10). 
History and Social 
Science tests not 
administered for fis- 
cal reasons. 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




American Diploma 
Project- Algebra II 
End of Course 


HS 


Algebra (Optional) 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 




MCAS Alternate 
Assessment 
(MCAS-Alt) 
[GLAS][CRT] 


3-10 


English Language 
Arts (3-8, 10), Math 
(3-8, 10) Science 
& Technology/ 
Engineering (5, 8, 
9/10) Resubmis- 
sion (11-12) 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Michigan 


Michigan Educa- 
tional Assessment 
Program (MEAP) 
[CRT] 


3-9 


Reading, Math, 
English Language 
Arts, Writing (3-8); 
Science (5,8), So- 
cial Studies (6,9) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 




Michigan Merit 
Exam (MME) 
[NRT/CRT] 


11 


Reading, Writing, 
Math, Science, 
Social Studies 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 
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State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Special Education Data 


Test Used 
for ESEA Ac- 
countability 


Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Minnesota 


Minnesota 
Comprehensive 
Assessment 
(MCA-II) [CRT] 


3-8, to- 
ll, 9-12 


Reading (3-8,10), 
Math (3-8, 11), Sci- 
ence (5,8,9-12) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


GRAD [Exit] 


9-11 


Reading (10, MCA 
dual purpose). Writ- 
ing (9), Math (11, 
MCA dual purpose) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


MTELL Simpli- 
fied English Math 
Assessment 
for ELLs [CRT] 
[GLAS] 


3-8,11 


Math 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Mississippi 


Mississippi 
Curriculum Test 
(MCT) [CRT] *Not 
reported by grade 


3-8 


Language Arts, 
Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Writing Assess- 
ment (WA) [CRT] 


4,7 


Writing 


No 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Science Test 
[CRT] 


5,8 


Science 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Subject Area 
Testing Program 
(SATP) [CRT] 


HS 


Algebra 1, US 
History, Biology 1, 
English II 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Missouri 


Missouri Assess- 
ment Program 
(MAP) (TerraNova 
survey) [NRT/ 
CRT] 


3-8, 


Communication 
Arts (3-8), Math (3- 
8), Science (5,8) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Missouri 

Continued 


End of Course 


Middle 
or High 
school 


For accountability: 
Algebra 1, English II 
Not for Accountabil- 
ity: Biology 1, and 
American Govt. 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Montana 


Montana CRT 
[CRT] 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (4,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Nebraska 


Nebraska State- 
wide Writing As- 
sessment (NSWA) 
[CRT] 


4,8,11 


Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


School-based 
Teacher-led As- 
sessment and 
Reporting System 
(STARS) [CRT] 


3-8,11 


Math, Reading; Sci- 
ence (4-5, 8, 11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Nevada 


Nevada Criterion 
Referenced Test 
(NCRT) [CRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (5,8) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


High School 
Proficiency Exam 
(HSPE) [EXIT] 


10-11 

and 

retests 


Reading, Math; 
Writing (11), Sci- 
ence (10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Nevada Analytic 
Writing Exami- 
nation (NAWE) 
[CRT] 


5,8 


Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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Students with Dis- 
abiiities 


ELLs with Disabiiities 


Test Used 


State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


for ESEA Ac- 
countabiiity 


New Hampshire 


New Engiand 
Common Assess- 
ment Program 
(NECAP) [CRT] 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math; 
Writing (5,8,11), 
Science (4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


New Jersey 


New Jersey As- 
sessment of Skiiis 
and Knowiedge 
(NJ-ASK) [CRT] 


3-8 


Language Arts 
Literacy, Math; Sci- 
ence (4,8) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




High Schooi 
Proficiency As- 
sessment (HSPA) 
[EXiT] 


11 


Language Arts 
Literacy, Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Speciai Review 
Assessment 
(SRA) [EXiT] 


High 

Schooi 


Aiternative for High 
Schooi Assess- 
ments/ Dipioma 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


New Mexico 


New Mexico 
Standards Based 
Assessment 
(NMSBA) [CRT] 


3-8,11 


Reading/Writing, 
Math, Science; 
Sociai Studies (11 
oniy) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




New Mexico High 
Schooi Com- 
petency Exam 
(NMHSCE) [EXiT] 


10-12-h 


Reading, Language 
Arts, Math, Sci- 
ence, High Schooi 
competency, Sociai 
Studies, Writing 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No, 

Dipioma Oniy 


New York 


Regents Compre- 
hensive Exams 
(RCE) [EXiT] 


HS 


in Accountabiiity: 

Comprehensive 

Engiish, 

Math A/integrated 
Aigebra, Living 
Environment, Earth 
Science. Not in 
Accountabiiity: 
Foreign Languag- 
es, Geometry, 
Giobai History & 
Geography, US 
History & Govern- 
ment, Chemistry, 
and Physics 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Regents Compe- 
tency Test (RCT) 
[EXiT] 


HS 


in Accountabiiity: 
Reading, Math, 
Writing. Not in 
Accountabiiity: 
Science, Giobai 
Studies, US Hist. & 
Gov’t 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




New York Second 
Language Exams 
[CRT] 


Varies 


Various Languages 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 




New York State 
Assessment 
Program (NYSAP) 
[CRT] 


3-8 


in Accountabiiity: 
Engiish Language 
Arts, Math, Sci- 
ence. Not in Ac- 
countabiiity: Sociai 
Studies 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Test Used 


State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


for ESE A Ac- 
countability 


North Carolina 


End-of-Grade 
(EOG) [CRT] 
(includes gr. 3 
pretest) 


3-8 


Reading (includes 
Gr. 3 Pretest), 

Math; Science (5,8) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




End-of-Course 
(EOC) [CRT] 


HS 


In accountability: 
Algebra 1, English 
1, and Biology) Not 
in accountability: 
Chemistry, Physics, 
Physical Science, 
Algebra II, Geom- 
etry, US History, 
Civics & Economics 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Writing Assess- 
ment [CRT] 


10 


Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Computer Skills 
Test (reporting 
includes one of 
alternate versions) 
[EXIT] 


8-12 


Computer Skills 
(test version 
matches curriculum 
for year) Portfolio 
accommodation op- 
tion also 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 

Diploma Only 




North Carolina 
Checklist of Aca- 
demic Standards 
(NCCLAS) for 
End-of-Grade 
[GLAS] [CRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (5,8) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


North Carolina 
Continued 


North Carolina 
Checklist of Aca- 
demic Standards 
(NCCLAS) for 
Writing [GLAS] 
[CRT] 


10 


Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




North Carolina 
Checklist of Aca- 
demic Standards 
(NCCLAS) for 
End-of-Course, 
Computer Alter- 
nate reported 
\«ith regular test. 
[GLAS] [CRT] 


HS 


In accountability: 
Algebra 1, English 
1, and Biology. Not 
in accountability: 
Chemistry, Physics, 
Physical Science, 
Algebra II, Geom- 
etry, US History, 
Civics & Economics 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


North Dakota 


North Dakota 
State Assessment 
(NDSA) [NRT/ 
CRT] 


3-8,11 


Reading/Language, 
Math, Science 
(4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Ohio 


Ohio Achievement 
Tests (OAT) [CRT] 
'combined with 
alternate 


3-8 


Reading, Math; 
Writing (4,7), Sci- 
ence, Social Stud- 
ies (5,8) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 




Ohio Gradua- 
tion Tests (OGT) 
[EXIT] 'combined 
with alternate 


10,11 


Reading, Writing, 
Math, Science, 
Social Studies 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 
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Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Special Education Data 


Test Used 
for ESEA Ac- 
countability 


Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Oklahoma 


Oklahoma Core 
Curriculum Tests 
(OCCT) [CRT] 


3-8 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (5,8); Social 
Studies (5), History/ 
Government (8), 
Geography (7) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


End-of-lnstruction 
Tests (EOl) [CRT] 


HS 


English II, U.S. 
History, Algebra 1, 
Biology 1 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Oregon 


Oregon State- 
wide Assessment 
(OSA) [CRT] 


3-8,10 


Reading/Litera- 
ture, Math; Writing 

(4.7.10) , Science 

(5.8.10) , Social Sci- 
ence (5,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Pennsylvania 


Pennsylvania 
System of School 
Assessment 
(PSSA) [CRT] 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math; 
Writing (5, 8, 11) , 
Science (4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Rhode Island 


New England 
Common Assess- 
ment Program 
(NECAP)[CRT] 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math; 
Writing (5,8,11), 
Science (4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Developmental 
Reading As- 
sessment (DRA) 
'Grade 2 used for 
grade 3 NECAP 
for some schools 
in reporting. [CRT] 


K-2 


Reading 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


ADP Algebra II 
EOC 


HS 


Algebra 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


South Carolina 


Palmetto Achieve- 
ment Challenge 
Tests (PACT) 
[CRT] 


3-8 


English/Lan- 
guage Arts, Math, 
Science, Social 
Studies 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


High School 
Assessment 
Program (HSAP) 
[EXIT] 


10 


English/Language 
Arts, Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


End of Course 
Examination Pro- 
gram (EOCEP) 
[CRT] 


HS 


Algebra I/Math 
for the Technolo- 
gies 2, English 1, 
Physical Science, 
US History and the 
Constitution 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 
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Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Test Used 


State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


for ESEA Ac- 
countability 


South Dakota 


Dakota STEP Test 
(STEP) [CRT] 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Stanford Writing 
Assessment, 
Dakota Writing 
[CRT] 


5,7,10 


Writing 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 




South Dakota End 
of Course Exams 
[CRT] 


8,HS 


Aigebra 1 & li, 
Bioiogy, Chemistry, 
Geography, Geom- 
etry, Government, 
Physicai Science, 
Physics, US His- 
tory, Worid History 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 




8th Grade 
Technoiogy Lit- 
eracy Assessment 
[CRT] 


8 


Technoiogy 
Literacy, Creativ- 
ity and innovation. 
Communication 
and Coiiaboration 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Tennessee 


Tennessee 
Comprehensive 
Assessment 
Program Achieve- 
ment Test (TCAP- 
AT) [CRT] 


3-8,11 


Reading/ 

Language Arts, 
Math, Science, So- 
ciai Studies, Writing 
(5,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Gateway and 
End of Course 
(TCAP-SA) [CRT] 
(reported by grade 
ranges) Engiish 
and Math used for 
accountabiiity 


9-12 


Algebra 1, Biology 1, 
Math Foundations 
II, English 1, US 
History, Physical 
Science, Math 
for Technology II, 
English II, Biology 
for Technology II 
Gateway exams 
are English, Math 
and Science 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Texas 


Texas Assess- 
ment of Knowi- 
edge and Skiiis 
(TAKS) [CRT] 


3-11 


Reading (3-9), 
Math, English Lan- 
guage Arts (10,11), 
Writing (4,7), Sci- 
ence (5,8,10,11), 
Social Studies 
(8,10,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 




TAKS-Spanish 
version [CRT] 


3-6 


Reading, Math; 
Writing (4), Science 
(5) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Texas 

Continued 


End of Course 
Tests (optionai) 


HS 


Algebra 1, Ge- 
ometry, Biology, 
Chemistry, US 
History, field testing 
Physics and World 
Geography 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 
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Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Test Used 


State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


for ESEA Ac- 
countability 


Utah 


Iowa Tests of 
Basic Skills/ Iowa 
Tests of Educa- 
tional Develop- 
ment (ITBS/ITED) 
[NRT] 


3,5,8 


Reading, Lan- 
guage Arts, Math, 
Science, Social 
Studies 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 




Iowa Reading Test 
[NRT] 


3 


Reading 


No 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 




Core Criterion- 
Referenced Tests 
(CCRT) [CRT] 


2-12 


Math, Language 
Arts,(2-11); Science 
(4-12) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Direct Writing As- 
sessment (DWA) 
[NRT] 


5,8 


Writing 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 




Utah Basic Skills 
Competency Test 
(UBSCT) [EXIT] 


HS 


Reading, Writing, 
Math 


No 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Vermont 


New England 
Common Assess- 
ment Program 
(NECAP) [CRT] 
'Reported by 
grade ranges 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math; 
Writing (5,8,11), 
Science (4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Virginia 


Standards of 
Learning (SOL) 
[CRT] 


3-8, HS 


English Language 
Arts, Math; History/ 
Social Science, 
Science (3, 5, 8, 

HS) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




SOL End of 
Course Tests 


HS 


Content Specific 
History (HS) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Virginia Grade 
Level Alterna- 
tive Assessment 
(VGLA) [GLAS] 
[CRT] 'Combined 
with SOL results, 
"Reported 
separately in state 
summary report, 
combined with 
SOL in school 
report cards. 


3-8, HS 


English Language 
Arts, Math, Sci- 
ence, History/ 
Social Science, 
Content Spe- 
cific History (High 
School) 


No 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Virginia Substi- 
tute Evaluation 
Program (VSEP) 
[Exit] 


HS 


In Lieu of End of 
Course Assess- 
ments 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 

Diploma Only 


Washington 


Washington 
Assessment of 
Student Learning 
(WASL) [CRT] 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math; 
Writing (4,7,10), 
Science (5,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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Disaggregated Speciai Education Data 












Students with Dis- 
abiiities 


ELLs with Disabiiities 


Test Used 


State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


for ESEAAc- 
countabiiity 


West Virginia 


Westest 2 (Oniine 
Writing test in 
grades 3-11 is 
inciuded in Read- 
ing/Language 
Arts) [CRT] 


3-11 


Reading/Lang Arts; 
Math, Science, 

Soc. Studies (3-8); 
Aigebra i (9); Phys 
Science (9-11); 
Worid Studies to 
1900 (9-10); Geom- 
etry, (10); Math 
(11); 20th and 21st 
Centuries Studies 
(11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 




Expiore [NRT] 


8 


Engiish, Reading, 
Science, Math 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 




Rian [NRT] 


10 


Engiish, Reading, 
Science, Math 


No 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Wisconsin 


Wisconsin 
Knowiedge and 
Concepts Exam 
[WKCE] [CRT] 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math; 
Language Arts, 
Science, Sociai 
Studies (4,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Wyoming 


Proficiency 
Assessment 
for Wyoming 
Students (PAWS) 
[CRT] 


3-8,11 


Reading, Writing, 
Math; Science 
(4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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Unique States 



State 


Assessment Com- 
ponent 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Special Education Data 


Test Used 
for State Ac- 
countability 
Purposes 


Students with Disabili- 
ties 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


American 

Samoa 


Stanford Achieve- 
ment Test -10th 
Edition [NRT] 


3-8,10 


Complete 

battery 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Bureau of 
Indian Af- 
fairs 


'Students take the assessment of the state in 
which they live 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Common- 
wealth 
of the 
Northern 

Marianas 


Stanford Achieve- 
ment Test- 1 0*'' 
Edition [NRT] 


3, 5 


Reading, 
Language, 
Math, Social 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Standards Based 
Assessment (SBA) 
[CRT] 


3,4,5 


Math; Social 
Science 
(Gr.3); Read- 
ing, Science 
(Gr. 4); Writ- 
ing (Gr. 5) 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Department 
of Defense 


TerraNova [NRT] 


3-11 


Reading, 

Language 

Arts, 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Unknown 


District of 
Columbia 


DC CAS [NRT] 


3-8,10 


Reading, 
Math, Writing 
(4,7,10); 
Science 
(5,8); Biology 
(9-12) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Federated 
States of 
Micronesia 


Unknown 


Unknown 


Unknown 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Unknown 


Guam 


Stanford Achieve- 
ment Test- 1 0th 
Edition [NRT] 


1-12 


Reading, 
Math, Lan- 
guage 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Palau 


Palau Achieve- 
ment Test (PAT) 
[NRT] Test is being 
revised. 


4,6,8,10, 

12 


Reading, 

Math 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Puerto Rico 


Pruebas Puer- 
torriquenas de 
Aprovechamiento 
Academico (PPAA) 
[NRT/CRT] 


3-8,11 


Spanish, 
Math, and 
English as 
a second 
language 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Republic of 
the Marshall 
Islands 


Unknown 


Unknown 


Unknown 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Unknown 


Virgin 

Islands 


Virgin Island Terri- 
torial Assessments 
of Learning (VITAL) 
[NRT/CRT] 


3-8,11 


Reading, 

Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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Appendix D 

Status of Disaggregated Data (Participation and Performance) for Students with 
Disabilities and ELLs with Disabilities on Alternate Assessments Based on Alternate 
Achievement Standards in the Fifty States and Unique States for 2008-2009 



State 


Assessment 

Component 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Special Education Data 


Test Used for 
State 

Accountability 

Purposes 


Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- pa- 
tion 


Perform- 

ance 


Alabama 


Alabama 

Alternate 

Assessment 

(AAA) 


K-8 and 
f1 


Reading; Math (3-8 
and 11); Science 
(5,7,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Alaska 


Alternate 

Assessment 


3-10 


Reading, Math, Writing; 
Science (4,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Arizona 


AIMS-Alter- 

nate 

(AIMS-A) 


3-8 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (4,8) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


AIMS-A HS 


10-12 


Reading, Math, Sci- 
ence (HS) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Arkansas 


Alternate 

Portfolio 

Assessment 

System 

(APAS) 


3-8,11 


Literacy; Math (3-8); 
EOC-Algebra 1 HS); 
EOC-Geometry (HS); 
Science (4,7) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


California 


California 

Alternate 

Performance 

Assessment 

(CAPA) 


2-11 


English Language Arts, 
Math; Science (5,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Colorado 


Colorado 

Student 

Assessment 

Program 

Alternate 

(CSAPA) 


3-10 


Reading, Math, Writing; 
Science (5,8, 10) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Connecticut 


Alternate As- 
sessment 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math, Writing 
(communication); Sci- 
ence (5,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Delaware 


Delaware 

Alternate 

Portfolio 

Assessment 

(DAPA) 


2-10 


Reading, Math, Writing; 
Science (4,6, 8,11); So- 
cial Studies (4,6,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Florida 


Florida Alter- 
nate Assess- 
ment Report 
(FAAR) 


3-11 


Reading; Math (3-10); 
Science (5,8,11); Writ- 
ing (4,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Georgia 


Georgia 

Alternate 

Assessment 

(GAA) 


K-8, 11 


English Language Arts 
and Math(K-2); English 
Language Arts, Math, 
Science, and Social 
Studies (3-8, 11) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 
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State 


Assessment 

Component 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Speciai Education Data 


Test Used for 
State 

Accountabiiity 

Purposes 


Students with Dis- 
abiiities 


ELLs with Disabiiities 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- pa- 
tion 


Perform- 

ance 


Hawaii 


Aiternate As- 
sessment 
'Not reported 
by grade, 
and may be 
merged with 
reguiar test. 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math, Sci- 
ence 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


idaho 


idaho Aiter- 
nate Assess- 
ment (iAA) 


3-10 


Reading, Language 
Usage, Math; Science 
(5,7,10) 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


iiiinois 


iiiinois 

Aiternate 

Assessment 

(IAA) 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (4,7,11), 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


indiana 


indiana Stan- 
dards Tooi 
for Aiternate 
Reporting 
(iSTAR) 


3-10 


Engiish Language Arts, 
Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


iowa 


Aiternate As- 
sessment 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (5,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Kansas 


Portfoiio 

Assessment 

[AAS] When 

reported 

combined 

with other 

tests 


3-8,HS 


Reading, Math; Writing 
(HS); History/Govt 
(6,8,HS); Science 
(4,7,HS) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Kentucky 


Kentucky 

Aiternate 

Portfoiio 

Assessment 

(KAAP) 


3-8, 

10-12 


Reading (3-8,10); Math 
(3-8,11); Writing Port- 
foiio and On-Demand 
(5,8,12); Science 

(4.7.11) ; Sociai Studies 

(5.8.11) ; Arts & Human- 
ities (5,8,11); Practicai 
Living & Vocationai 
Studies (4,7, 10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Louisiana 


Aiternate 
Assessment 
Leveis 1 
(LAA-1) 


3-10,11 


Engiish Language Arts, 
Math; Science (4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Maine 


Personaiized 
Aiternate As- 
sessment 
Portfoiios 
(PAAP) 


3-8,HS 


Reading, Math; Writing 
(5,8,HS); Science & 
Technoiogy (4, 8, HS) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Maryiand 


Aiternate 
Maryiand 
Schooi As- 
sessment 
(ALT-MSA) 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math;, Sci- 
ence (5,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Massachusetts 


MCAS 

Aiternate 

Assessment 

(MCAS-Ait) 


3-8, 

10-12 


Engiish Language Arts 
(3-8, 10); Math (3-8, 
10); Science & Tech- 
noiogy/ Engineering (5, 
8, 9/10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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State 


Assessment 

Component 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Speciai Education Data 


Test Used for 
State 

Accountabiiity 

Purposes 


Students with Dis- 
abiiities 


ELLs with Disabiiities 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- pa- 
tion 


Perform- 

ance 


Michigan 


Aiternate 

Assessment 

(Mi-Access) 


3-8,11 


Language Arts, Math, 
Science 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Minnesota 


MTAS [AAS] 


3-8, 

10,11 


Reading (3-8,10); Math 
(3-8, 11); Science 
(5,8,9-12) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Mississippi 


MAAECF 


3-8, 

9-12 


Math, Language Arts; 
Science (5,8,9-12) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Missouri 


MAP-Aiter- 

nate 


3-8, 

10,11 


Communication Arts, 
Math, Science 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Montana 


Aiternate 

Assessment 

[CRT] 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (4, 8, 10) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Nebraska 


Aiternate As- 
sessment 


3-8,11 


Math, Reading/Writing, 
Science 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Nevada 


Nevada 

Aiternate 

Scaies of 

Academic 

Achievement 

(NASAA) 


3-8,11 


Language, Math 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


New Hampshire 


Aiternate 

Assessment 

(NH-Ait) 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math; Writ- 
ing (5,8,11), Science 
(4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


New Jersey 


Aiternate 

Proficiency 

Assessment 

(APA) 


3-9,11 


Language Arts Literacy, 
Math (3-8,11); Science 
(4,8,9-11) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


New Mexico 


NMAPA 


3-12 


Reading/Writing, Math, 
Science 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


New York 


New York 

State 

Aiternate 

Assessment 

(NYSSA) 


3-8, HS 


Engiish Language Arts, 
Math (3-8,11); Science 
(4, 8, HS); Sociai Stud- 
ies (5,8,HS) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


North Caroiina 


Writing 


10 


Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


NC EX- 
TENDI 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


North Dakota 


North Dakota 
Aiternate 
Assessment 
(NDAA1) 


3-8,11 


Reading/Language, 
Math, Science (4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Ohio 


Aiternate 

Assessment 

(AASWD) 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math; Writ- 
ing (4,7,10), Science 

(5.8.10) , Sociai Studies 

(5.8.10) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Okiahoma 


Aiternate 

Assessment 

OAAP 


3-8, HS 


Reading, Math, Writing 
for Engi ii. Science 
(5,8, HS) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Oregon 


Extended 

Assessments 

(EA) 


3-8,10 


Reading/Literature, 
Math; Writing (4,7,10); 
Science (5,8,10), So- 
ciai Science (5,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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State 


Assessment 

Component 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Special Education Data 


Test Used for 
State 

Accountability 

Purposes 


Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Partici- pa- 
tion 


Perform- 

ance 


Pennsylvania 


Pennsylvania 
Alternate 
System of 
Assessment 
(PASA) 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Rhode Island 


Alternate 

Assessment 

(RIAA) 


3-8,11 


English/Language Arts, 
Math; Science (4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


South Carolina 


SC-ALT 


3-8,10 


English, Math, Science 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


South Dakota 


Dakota 

STEP-A 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (5,8,11), Writing 
(5,7,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Tennessee 


TCAP-Alt PA 


3-8,HS 


Reading/Language 
Arts, Math, Science, 
Social Studies 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Texas 


TAKS ALT 


3-11 


Reading, Math (3-9), 
English Language Arts, 
Math (10,11), Writing 
(4,7), Science (5,8, 
10,11), Social Studies 
(8,10,11) Spanish ver- 
sion given in 3-6 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Utah 


Utah Alter- 
nate Assess- 
ment 


1-12 


Language Arts, Math; 
Science (4-9) 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


Vermont 


VTAAP 
Alternate As- 
sessment 


2-7,10 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence (4,7,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Virginia 


Virginia 

Alternate 

Assessment 

Program 

(VAAP) 


3-8,11 


Collection of Evidence 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Washington 


Washington 

Alternate 

Assessment 

System 

(WAAS) 

Portfolio 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math; Writ- 
ing (4,7,10); Science 
(5,8,10) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


West Virginia 


Alternate 
Performance 
Task Assess- 
ment (APTA) 


3-8, 11 


Reading, Math (3- 
8,10), Science (4,6,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Wisconsin 


Wisconsin 

Alternate 

Assessment 

(WAA) 


3-8,10 


Reading, Math; Sci- 
ence, Social Studies, 
Language Arts (4,8,10) 


No 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Wyoming 


Proficiency 

Assessment 

for Wyoming 

Students, 

Alternate 

(PAWS-ALT) 


3-8,11 


Reading, Math, Writing; 
Science (4,8,11) 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 
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Unique States Disaggregated Alternate Assessments Based on Alternate 
Achievement Standards 



state 


Assessment 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated special Education Data 


Test Used for 
ESEA 

Accountability 

Purposes 


Students with Dis- 
abilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partic. 


Perform. 


Partic. 


Perform. 


American 

Samoa 


Alternate 

Assessment 


Unknown 


Unknown 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Unknown 


Bureau of 
Indian Affairs 


Alternate 

Assessment 


Unknown 


Unknown 


None 








Unknown 


Common- 
wealth of the 
Northern Mari- 
ana Islands 


Alternate 

Assessment 


Unknown 


Unknown 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Unknown 


Department of 
Defense 
Education 
Activity 


Alternate 

Assessment 


Unknown 


Unknown 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Unknown 


District of 
Columbia 


Alternate 

Assessment 


3-8,10 


Reading, 

Math, 

Writing 

(4,7,10), 

Science 

(5,8), 

Biology 

(9-12) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Federated 
States of 
Micronesia 


Alternate 

Assessment 


Unknown 


Unknown 


None 








Unknown 


Guam 


Alternate 

Assessment 


3-8,10 


Reading, 
Math, Lan- 
guage 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Palau 


Unknown 


Unknown 


Unknown 










Unknown 


Puerto Rico 


Pruebas Puer- 
torriquenas de 
Evaluacion Al- 
terna (PPEA) 


3-8,11 


English, 

Spanish, 

Math 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Republic of 
the 

Marshall 

Islands 


Alternate 

Assessment 


Unknown 


Unknown 


None 








Unknown 


Virgin Islands 


Alternate 

Assessment 


3-8,11 


Reading, 

Math 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 
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Appendix E 

Status of Disaggregated Data (Participation and Performance) for Students with 
Disabilities on Alternate Assessments Based on Modified Achievement Standards in 
the Fifty States and Unique States for 2008-2009* 



State 


Assessment 

Component 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Data 


Test Used for 
ESE A Ac- 
countability 


Students with Disabilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partic. 


Perform. 


Partic. 


Perform. 


California 


California 
Modified As- 
sessments 


3-8 


English Lan- 
guage Arts, 
Math (3-5), 
Science (5) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Kansas 


Alternate As- 
sessment 
LAA-2 


3-8, HS 


Reading, 
Math; Writ- 
ing (HS); 
History/Govt 
(6,8,HS); 
Science 
(4,7,HS) 


Yes 

(merged 
with regular 
assessment 
in report) 


Yes 

(merged 
with regular 
assessment 
in report) 


No 


No 


Yes 


Louisiana 


Alternate 
Assessment 
Level 2 
(LAA-2) 


4,8,10, 

11 


English 
Language 
Arts, Math 

(4.8.10) ; 
Social Stud- 
ies, Science 

(4.8.11) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Maryland 


Modified 
Maryland 
School As- 
sessment 
(Mod MSA) 
[CRT] 


3-8 


Reading, 
Math (6-8 
began in ’09 
and 3-5 will 
begin in ’10) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Modified 
High School 
Assessment 
(MOD HSA) 
[CRT] 


9-12 


English 2, 
Biology, 
Government, 
Algebra 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


North Caro- 
lina 


NC EXTEND 
2 EOG 


3-8 


Reading, 
Math; Sci- 
ence (5, 8) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


NC EXTEND 
2 0CS 


HS 


Occupational 
Course of 
Study (OCS), 
English 1, 
Math, and 
Life Skills 
Science 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Writing 


10 


Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


North Dakota 


North Dakota 
Alternate As- 
sessment 
(NDAA2) 


3-8,11 


Reading/ 
Language 
Arts, Math, 
Science 
(4,8,11) 


Yes 


Yes 

(merged 
with regular 
assessment 
in report) 


No 


No 


Yes 
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State 


Assessment 

Component 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Data 


Test Used for 
ESEA Ac- 
countability 


Students with Disabilities 


ELLs with Disabilities 


Partic. 


Perform. 


Partic. 


Perform. 


Ohio 


Ohio Alter- 
nate Assess- 
ment (OAA) 




In develop- 
ment 










In develop- 
ment 


Oklahoma 


OMAAP 


3-8, HS 


Reading, 
Math, Writ- 
ing for Engl 
II, Science 
(5,8, HS) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Pennsylvania 


PSSA Modi- 
fied 




In develop- 
ment (Math 
operational 
09-10, Read- 
ing and 
Science field 
testing) 










In develop- 
ment 


Tennessee 


AA-MAS 




In develop- 
ment 










In develop- 
ment 


Texas 


TAKS-M 


3-11 


Read- 
ing, Math 
(3-9), ELA, 
Math(10,11), 
Writing (4,7), 
Science 
(5,8,10,11), 
Social Stud- 
ies (8,10,11) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 



* In 2008-09, only Texas had an AA-MAS that passed U.S. Department of Education peer review. 
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Appendix F 

How Participation was Reported for Students with Disabilities on Regular 
Assessments in the Fifty States for 2008-2009 

Asterisks indicate notes at left under the test column. 



State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students by 
test (e.g.,4% 
in Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Alabama 


AHSGE 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


ARMT 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Science 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Alaska 


SBA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Arizona 


AIMS 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


AIMS-Sclence 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


AIMS HS 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Arkansas 


ABE 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


EOC 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


California 


CSTs 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Colorado 


CSAP 

'reports number 
& percent with no 
score 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y' 


N 


Connecticut 


CMT 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


CAPT 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


Delaware 


DSTP 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Florida 


FCAT with and 
without accom- 
modations. 'with 
enrolled, "State 
said does not apply 
to Florida reporting 


Y' 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N" 


N 


Georgia 


GHSGT 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


CRCT 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Flawall 


HSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HAPA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students by 
test (e.g.,4% 
in Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Idaho 


ISAT 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Illinois 


ISAT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


PSAE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Indiana 


ISTEP+ 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


GQE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Iowa 


ITBS/ITED 
'with enrolled 


N 


Y' 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Kansas 


KAS Reports data 
were combined 
with alternates. 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kentucky 


KCCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Louisiana 


GEE 21 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


LEAP 21 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


iLEAP 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maine 


MEA 

'combined with 
PAAP, Science only 
by all students 


N 


N 


N 


N' 


N 


N 


N 


MHSA 

'combined with 
PAAP, Science only 
by all students 


N 


N 


N 


N' 


N 


N 


N 


Maryland 


MSA 


N 


Y 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


HSA 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Massachusetts 


MCAS 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Michigan 


MEAP 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


MME 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Minnesota 


MCA-II 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Mississippi 


MCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Science 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


SATP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Missouri 


MAP 

'reported lor total 
across tests. 


N 


Y 


N' 


N' 


Y 


N* 


N' 


EoC 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students by 
test (e.g.,4% 
in Aiternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Exciuded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Montana 


Montana CRT 


N 


hi 


hi 


hi 


Y 


hi' 


hi' 


Nebraska 


NSWA 


N 


Y 


hi 


Y 


hi 


hi 


hi 


STARS 


N 


Y 


hi 


Y 


hi 


hi 


hi 


Nevada 


NCRT 

•with enroiied 


N 


hi 


Y' 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


HSPE 

•with enroiied 


N 


hi 


Y' 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


NAWE 

•with enroiied 


N 


Y' 


hi 


Y 


hi 


Y 


Y 


New Hampshire 


NECAP 
•with enroiied 
••reported in not 
tested category, 
inciuding parent 
refusais 


Y 


Y' 


Y 


hi 


Y 


Y 


Y** 


New Jersey 


NJ-ASK 
•with enroiied 


N 


Y' 


hi 


hi 


hi 


Y 


Y 


SRA 


N 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


N 


hi 


HSPA 

•with enroiied 


N 


Y' 


hi 


hi 


hi 


Y 


Y 


New Mexico 


NMSBA 


N 


Y 


hi 


Y 


hi 


Y 


hi 


New York 


RCE 

•Percentages not 
caicuiated by test 
but overaii 


N* 


Y 


hi 


hi 


hi 


N 


hi 


RCT 

•Percentages not 
caicuiated by test 
but overaii 


N^ 


Y 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


NYSAP •Percents 
not caicuiated by 
test but overaii 


N* 


Y 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


North Caroiina 


EOG 

•Reported overaii, 
not by test 


Y 


Y 


hi 


hi' 


hi 


hi' 


hi' 


EOC 

•Reported overaii, 
not by test 


Y 


Y 


hi 


hi' 


hi 


hi' 


N' 


Writing 10 


Y 


Y 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


North Dakota 


NDSA 

•not by grade 
••not vaiid attempt 
and invaiidated 


hi' 


Y 


hi 


Y 


Y 


Y" 


hi 


Ohio 


OAT 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


OGT 


N 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 


hi 
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State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students by 
test (e.g.,4% 
in Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Oklahoma 


OCCT 

Reported by ac- 
com. status 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


EOl 

Reported by ac- 
com. status 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oregon 


OSA 


N 


Y 


N 


1 


N 


N 


N 


Pennsylvania 


PSSA 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Rhode Island 


NECAP 
*with enrolled 


N 


Y‘ 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


South Carolina 


PASS 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HSAP 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Dakota 


STEP 

’with enrolled 


N 


Y‘ 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


Tech Lit 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Tennessee 


TCAP-AT 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


TCAP-Gateways 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Texas 


TAKS 

‘Exempt has LEP 
and other 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y* 


Y 


Utah 


CRT 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


UBSCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Vermont 


NECAP 

‘some subjects 
merge grades. 
Science and HS 
subjects do not. 


N 


Y‘ 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Virginia 


SOL 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


VGLA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Washington 


WASL 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


West Virginia 


WESTEST 
’with enrolled 


Y 


Y‘ 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wisconsin 


WKCE 

‘This can be cal- 
culated 
‘‘with enrolled 


N* 


N” 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


Wyoming 


PAWS 
‘Number of 
students tested 
is reported as a 
range. 


N 


N‘ 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 
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Appendix G 

How Participation was Reported for ELLs with Disabilities on Regular Assessments 
in the Fifty States for 2008-2009 

Asterisks indicate notes at left under the test column. 



State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students by 
test (e.g.,4% 
In Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Alabama 


AHSGE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


ARMT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Science 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Alaska 


SBA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Arizona 


AIMS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AIMS-Sclence 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AIMS HS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Arkansas 


ABE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


EOC 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


California 


CSTs 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Colorado 


CSAP 

'Reports number 
and percent with no 
score 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y* 


N 


Connecticut 


CMT 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


CAPT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Delaware 


DSTP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Florida 


FCAT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


GHSGT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


CRCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Flawall 


HSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HAPA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Idaho 


ISAT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Illinois 


ISAT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


PSAE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Indiana 


ISTEP+ 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


GQE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Iowa 


ITBS/ITED 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kansas 


KAS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kentucky 


KCCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Louisiana 


GEE 21 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students by 
test (e.g.,4% 
in Aiternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Exciuded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Louisiana 

Continued 


LEAP 21 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


iLEAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maine 


MEA 

'Reports data com- 
bined with PAAP 


N* 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


MHSA 

'Reports data com- 
bined with PAAP 


N* 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maryiand 


MSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Massachusetts 


MCAS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Michigan 


MEAP 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


MME 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Minnesota 


MCA-li 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Mississippi 


MCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Science 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


SATP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Missouri 


MAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


EOC 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Montana 


Montana CRT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Nebraska 


NSWA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


STARS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Nevada 


NCRT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HSPE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


NAWE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Hampshire 


NECAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Jersey 


NJ-ASK 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


SRA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HSPA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Mexico 


NMSBA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New York 


RCE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


RCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


NYSAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


North Caroiina 


EOG 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


EOC 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Writing 10 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


North Dakota 


NDSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 



94 



NCEO 







State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students by 
test (e.g.,4% 
in Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Ohio 


OAT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


OGT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oklahoma 


OCCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


EOl 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oregon 


OSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Pennsylvania 


PSSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Rhode Island 


NECAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Carolina 


PASS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HSAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Dakota 


STEP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Tech Lit 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Tennessee 


TCAP-AT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


TCAP-Gateways 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Texas 


TAKS 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


Utah 


CRT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


UBSCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Vermont 


NECAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Virginia 


SOL 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


VGLA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Washington 


WASL 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


West Virginia 


WESTEST 
'with enrolled in 
grade 


N 


Y* 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wisconsin 


WKCE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wyoming 


PAWS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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Appendix H 

How Participation was Reported for Students with Disabilities on Alternates Based 
on Alternate Achievement Standards in the Fifty States for 2008-2009 

Asterisks indicate notes at left under the test column. 



State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students 
by test 
(e.g.,4% in 
Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number 
of Stu- 
dents Not 
Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Not 
Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Alabama 


Alabama Alternate 
Assessment (AAA) 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Alaska 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 

'with enrolled 


N 


N 


N 


Y' 


N 


N 


N 


Arizona 


AIMS-Alternate 

(AIMS-A) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AIMS-A HS 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Arkansas 


Alternate Portfolio 
Assessment Sys- 
tem (APAS) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


California 


California Alternate 
Performance As- 
sessment (CAPA) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Colorado 


Colorado Student 
Assessment Pro- 
gram Alternate 
(CSAPA) 

'reports number 
and percent with 
no score 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y' 


N 


Connecticut 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Delaware 


Delaware Alternate 
Portfolio Assess- 
ment (DAPA) 

'with enrolled 


N 


Y' 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


Florida 


Florida Alternate 
Assessment Report 
(FAAR) 

'with enrolled 
"State says does 
not apply to Florida 
reporting 


Y 


Y* 


N 


N 


N 


N" 


N 


Georgia 


Georgia Alternate 
Assessment (GAA) 
'reported by school 
and grade but not 
by state 


N 


N' 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Flawaii 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Idaho 


Idaho Alternate As- 
sessment (lAA) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students 
by test 
(e.g.,4% in 
Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number 
of Stu- 
dents Not 
Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Not 
Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Peroent 

Absent 


Illinois 


Illinois Alternate 
Assessment (lAA) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Indiana 


Indiana Standards 
Tool for Alternate 
Reporting (ISTAR) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Iowa 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kansas 


Alternate Assess- 
ment: KAMM 
Assessment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kentucky 


Alternate Portfolio 
Assessment 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Louisiana 


Alternate Assess- 
ment Levels 1 
(LAA-1) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maine 


Personalized 
Alternate Assess- 
ment 

Portfolios (PAAP) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maryland 


Alternate Maryland 
School Assess- 
ment (ALT-MSA) 


N 


Y 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Massachusetts 


Alternate on AAS 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Michigan 


Alternate Assess- 
ment (MI-Access) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Minnesota 


MTAS 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Mississippi 


MAAECF. 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Missouri 


MAP-Alternate ’re- 
ported across tests 
not by test.**level 
not determined 


N 


Y 


N* 


N* 


N” 


N* 


N* 


Montana 


Alternate Assess- 
ment [CRT] ‘re- 
ports across tests, 
but not by test 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N‘ 


N‘ 


Nebraska 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Nevada 


Nevada Alternate 
Scales of Aca- 
demic Achievement 
(NASAA) 

‘with enrolled 


N 


Y* 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


New Hampshire 


Alternate Assess- 
ment (NH-Alt) 
‘with enrolled, 
“approved and 
not. 


Y 


Y* 


Y“ 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 
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State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students 
by test 
(e.g.,4% in 
Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number 
of Stu- 
dents Not 
Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Not 
Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


New Jersey 


Alternate Profi- 
ciency Assessment 
(APA) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


New Mexico 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New York 


New York State 
Alternate Assess- 
ment (NYSSA) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


North Carolina 


NC EXTEND 1 
•reported by grade 
but not by test. 


Y 


Y 


N 


N* 


N 


N* 


N* 


NC EXTEND 1 
Writing 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


North Dakota 


North Dakota Alter- 
nate Assessment 
(NDAA1) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Ohio 


Alternate Assess- 
ment combined 
with regular tests. 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oklahoma 


Alternate Assess- 
ment (OAAP) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oregon 


Extended Assess- 
ments (EA) 

•state reports but 
not by test and 
grade 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N* 


N* 


Pennsylvania 


Pennsylvania 
Alternate System 
of Assessment 
(PASA) 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Rhode Island 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


South Carolina 


SC-ALT 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Dakota 


Dakota STEP-A 
•with enrolled 


N 


Y* 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


Tennessee 


TCAP-Alt 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Texas 


TAKS-ALT 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


Utah 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Vermont 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Virginia 


Virginia Alternate 
Assessment Pro- 
gram (VAAP) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Washington 


WAAS portfolio 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


West Virginia 


Alternate Perfor- 
mance Task As- 
sessment (APTA) 
•with enrolled 


Y 


Y* 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students 
by test 
(e.g.,4% in 
Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number 
of Stu- 
dents Not 
Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Tested 


Per- 
cent of 
Students 
Not 
Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Wisconsin 


Wisconsin Aiter- 
nate Assessment 
(WAA) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wyoming 


Proficiency Assess- 
ment for Wyoming 
Students, Alternate 
(PAWS-ALT) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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Appendix I 

How Participation was Reported for ELLs with Disabilities on Alternates Based on 
Alternate Achievement Standards in the Fifty States for 2008-2009 

Asterisks indicate notes at left under the test column. 



State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students by 
test (e.g.,4% 
in Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number 
of Stu- 
dents Not 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Alabama 


Alabama Alternate 
Assessment (AAA) 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Alaska 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 

'with enrolled 


N 


N 


N 


Y' 


N 


N 


N 


Arizona 


AIMS-Alternate 

(AIMS-A) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AIMS-AHS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Arkansas 


Alternate Portfolio 
Assessment System 
(APAS) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


California 


California Alternate 
Performance As- 
sessment (CAPA) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Colorado 


Colorado Student 
Assessment Pro- 
gram Alternate 
(CSAPA) 'reports 
number and percent 
with no score 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y' 


N 


Connecticut 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Delaware 


Delaware Alternate 
Portfolio Assess- 
ment (DAPA) 'with 
enrolled 


N 


Y' 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


Florida 


Florida Alternate 
Assessment Report 
(FAAR) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Georgia 


Georgia Alternate 
Assessment (GAA) 
Reported by school 
and grade but not by 
state combined. 


N 


N' 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Flawaii 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Idaho 


Idaho Alternate As- 
sessment (lAA) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Illinois 


Illinois Alternate As- 
sessment (lAA) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Indiana 


Indiana Standards 
Tool for Alternate 
Reporting (ISTAR) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Iowa 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students by 
test (e.g.,4% 
in Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number 
of Stu- 
dents Not 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Kansas 


Aiternate Assess- 
ment: KAMM 
Assessment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kentucky 


Aiternate Portfoiio 
Assessment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Louisiana 


Aiternate Assess- 
ment Leveis 1 
(LAA-1 ) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maine 


Personaiized 
Aiternate Assess- 
ment 

Portfoiios (PAAP) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maryiand 


Aiternate Maryiand 
Schooi Assessment 
(ALT-MSA) 


N 


Y 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Massachusetts 


Aiternate on AAS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Michigan 


Aiternate Assess- 
ment (Mi-Access) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Minnesota 


MTAS 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Mississippi 


MAAECF 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Missouri 


MAP-Aiternate 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Montana 


Alternate Assess- 
ment [CRT] 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Nebraska 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Nevada 


Nevada Alternate 
Scales of Academic 
Achievement (NA- 
SAA) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Hamp- 
shire 


Alternate Assess- 
ment (NH-Alt) 

’with enrolled, 

** approved and not, 
’’’reports other not 
tested. 


N 


Y’ 


Y** 


N 


N 


Y*” 


N 


New Jersey 


Alternate Proficiency 
Assessment (APA) 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


New Mexico 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New York 


New York State Al- 
ternate Assessment 
(NYSSA) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


North Caroiina 


NC EXTEND 1 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


NC EXTEND 1 
Writing 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


North Dakota 


North Dakota Alter- 
nate Assessment 
(NDAA1) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent of 
Students by 
test (e.g.,4% 
in Alternate) 


Num- 
ber of 
Students 
Tested 


Number 
of Stu- 
dents Not 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Tested 


Percent of 
Students 
Not Tested 


Number 
and/or 
Percent 
Exempt or 
Excluded 


Number 

and/or 

Percent 

Absent 


Ohio 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 

Data are combined 
with regular tests 
across grades so 
not noted here. 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oklahoma 


Alternate Assess- 
ment (OAAP) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oregon 


Extended Assess- 
ments (EA) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Pennsylvania 


Pennsylvania 
Alternate System of 
Assessment (PASA) 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Rhode Island 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Carolina 


SC-ALT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Dakota 


Dakota STEP-A 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Tennessee 


TCAP-Alt 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Texas 


TAKS-ALT 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Utah 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Vermont 


Alternate Assess- 
ment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Virginia 


Virginia Alternate 
Assessment Pro- 
gram (VAAP) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Washington 


WAAS portfolio 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


West Virginia 


Alternate Perfor- 
mance Task Assess- 
ment (APTA) *with 
enrolled. 


N 


Y* 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wisconsin 


Wisconsin Alternate 
Assessment (WAA) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wyoming 


Proficiency Assess- 
ment for Wyoming 
Students, Alternate 
(PAWS-ALT) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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Appendix J 

How Performance was Reported for Students with Disabilities on Regular 
Assessments in the Fifty States for 2008-2009 

Asterisks indicate notes at left under test column. 



State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Percent 
in Each 
PR* 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentile 

Rank 


Alabama 


AHSGE 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


SAT- 10 
•percentile 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y* 


Science 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


ARMT 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Alaska 


SBA 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Arizona 


AIMS 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AIMS Sci 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AIMS HS 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Arkansas 


ABE 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


EOC (ABE 
HS) 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


California 


CST 

•Mean 

scale 

score 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y* 


Span CST 
•Mean 
scale 
score and 
average % 
correct 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y* 


Colorado 


CSAP 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Connecticut 


CMT 

•Average 

scaled 

score 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y* 


CAPT 

•Average 

scaled 

score 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y* 


Delaware 


DSTP 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 
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State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Percent 
in Each 
PR’ 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Florida 


FCAT 

’This 

category 

does not 

apply to 

Florida 

reporting. 


Y 


N’ 


Y 


Georgia 


GHSGT 


Y 


N 


N 


Georgia 

Continued 


CRCT 


Y 


N 


N 


Flawaii 


HSA 


N 


N 


N 




HAPA 


N 


N 


N 


Idaho 


ISAT 

’With level 
ranges 


Y’ 


N 


N 


Illinois 


ISAT 


Y 


N 


N 




PSAE 


Y 


N 


N 


Indiana 


ISTEP+ 


Y 


N 


Y 




GQE 


N 


N 


N 


Iowa 


ITBS/ITED 


Y 


N 


Y 


Kansas 


KAS 


N 


N 


N 


Kentucky 


KCCT 


N 


N 


N 


Louisiana 


GEE 21 


Y 


N 


Y 




LEAP 21 


Y 


N 


Y 






Y 




Y 






N 




N 






N 




N 



106 



Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentile 

Rank 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 



N 



N 



Y 



N 



N 






CEi 



i 





Missouri 



MAP 
•reported 
but not by 
test, 

•'Map in- 
dex score 
EoC 



Percent Percent Number 

in Each in Each Percent in Each Number 

Achievement PR* Percent Not Profi- Achievement Number Not Profi- 



Group Proficient cient 



Proficient cient 



Montana 



Nebraska 



Nevada 



Montana 

CRT 



STARS 



New Hampshire NECAP 



New Jersey 



NJ-ASK 



New Mexico 



NMSBA 



New York 



New York 
Continued 
North Caroiina 



NYSAP 



North Dakota 



Writing 

( 10 ) 

NCCLAS- 

EOG 

NCCLAS- 

EOC 

NCCLAS- 

Writing 

NDSA 



i 



i8 



CE 






State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Percent 
in Each 
PR' 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentile 

Rank 


Oklahoma 


OCCT 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


EOl 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oregon 


OSA 
'can be 
calculated 


Y 


N 


Y 


N' 


Y 


Y 


N' 


N 


Pennsylvania 


PSSA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Rhode Island 


NECAP 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


South Carolina 


PASS 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


1 


HSAP 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Dakota 


STEP 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Tech Lit 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Tennessee 


TCAP-AT 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


TCAP-SA 
(EOC and 
Gateway ) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Texas 


TAKS 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


Utah 


CRT 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


UBSCT 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Vermont 


NECAP 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Virginia 


SOL 
'reports 
top two 
levels only 


N' 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


VGLA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Washington 


WASL 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


N 


West Virginia 


WEST- 

EST2 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Wisconsin 


WKCE 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wyoming 


PAWS 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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Appendix K 

How Performance was Reported for ELLs with Disabilities on Regular Assessments 
in the Fifty States for 2008-2009 

Asterisks indicate notes at left under the test column. 



State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Percent 
in Each 
PR‘ 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentile 

Rank 


Alabama 


AHSGE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


SAT- 10 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Science 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


ARMT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Alaska 


SBA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Arizona 


AIMS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AIMS Sci 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


AIMS HS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Arkansas 


ABE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


EoC (ABE 
HS) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


California 


CST 

‘Mean scale 
score 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y‘ 


Spanish CST 
‘Mean scale 
score and 
average per- 
cent correct 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y‘ 


Colorado 


CSAP 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Connecticut 
Avg. scaled 
score 


CMT 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


CAPT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Delaware 


DSTP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Florida 


FCAT 

‘state does 
not use 


N 


N‘ 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Georgia 


GHSGT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


CRCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Levei 


Percent 
in Each 
PR' 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Levei 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentiie 

Rank 


Hawaii 


HSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HAPA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


idaho 


iSAT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


iiiinois 


iSAT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


PSAE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


indiana 


iSTEP+ 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


GQE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


iowa 


iTBS/iTED 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kansas 


KAS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kentucky 


KCCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Louisiana 


GEE 21 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


LEAP 21 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


iLEAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maine 


MEA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


MHSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maryiand 


MSA 

'state does 
not use 


N 


N' 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HSA 

'state does 
not use 


N 


N' 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Massachusetts 


MCAS 

(inciudes 

Technoiogy 

test) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


MCAS-ALT 

GLAS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Michigan 


MEAP 
'can be 
caicuiated, 
"Mean scaie 
score 


Y 


N 


Y 


N* 


N 


N 


N 


Y" 


MME 
'can be 
caicuiated, 
"Mean scaie 
score 


Y 


N 


Y 


N* 


N 


N 


N 


Y" 
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State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Levei 


Percent 
in Each 
PR* 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Levei 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentiie 

Rank 


Minnesota 


MCA-II 
*average 
and sub 
scores 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y* 


MCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Mississippi 


SATP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Science 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Missouri 


MAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


EoC 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Montana 


Montana 

CRT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Nebraska 


NSWA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


STARS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Nevada 


NCRT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HSPE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


NAWE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Hamp- 
shire 


NECAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Jersey 


NJ-ASK 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


HSPA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


SRA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Mexico 


NMSBA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New York 


RCE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


RCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


NYSAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


North Caroiina 


EOG 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


EOC 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Writing (10) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


NCCLAS- 

EOG 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


NCCLAS- 

EOC 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


NCCLAS 

Writing 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Percent 
in Each 
PR* 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentile 

Rank 


North Dakota 


NDSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Ohio 


OAT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 




OGT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oklahoma 


OCCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 




EOl 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oregon 


OSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Pennsylvania 


PSSA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Rhode Island 


NECAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Carolina 


PASS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 




HSAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Dakota 


STEP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 




Tech Lit 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Tennessee 


TCAP-AT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 




TCAP-SA 
(EOC and 
Gateway ) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Texas 


TAKS 

‘average 
scale score 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


Y* 


Utah 


CRT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 




UBSCT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Vermont 


NECAP 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Virginia 


SOL 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 




VGLA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Washington 


WASL 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


N 


West Virginia 


WESTEST 2 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wisconsin 


WKCE 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wyoming 


PAWS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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Appendix L 

How Performance was Reported for Students with Disabilities on Alternate 
Assessments Based on Alternate Achievement Standards in the Fifty States for 
2008-2009 



Asterisks indicate notes at ieft under the test coiumn. 



State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Percent 
in Each 
PR‘ 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentile 

Rank 


Alabama 


Alternate 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


Alaska 


Alternate 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Arizona 


AIMS-A 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


AIMS-A HS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


Arkansas 


APAS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


California 


CAPA 

‘mean scale 
score 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y‘ 


Colorado 


CSAPA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Connecticut 


Alternate 
‘strand scores 
and average 
total scores 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y‘ 


Delaware 


DAPA 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Florida 


FAAR 
‘state does 
not use 


N 


N‘ 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Georgia 


GAA State 
reports com- 
bined grades 
for some data 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Hawaii 


Alternate 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Idaho 


Alternate lAA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Illinois 


Alternate lAA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


Indiana 


ISTAR 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Iowa 


Alternate 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kansas 


Portfolio 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kentucky 


Alternate 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Louisiana 


LAA-1 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Percent 
in Each 
PR* 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentile 

Rank 


Maine 


PAAP 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maryland 


ALT-MSA 
•state does 
not use. 
**can be 
calculated. 
***These are 
counted in 
achievement 
level data. 


Y 


N* 


N** 


N 


Y 


N** 


N*** 


N 


Massachusetts 


MCAS-Alt 
*can be calcu- 
lated 


Y 


N 


N* 


N* 


Y 


N* 


N* 


N 


Michigan 


Ml-Access 
*can be calcu- 
lated, ** mean 
scale score 
and mean 
earned points 


Y 


N 


N* 


N* 


Y 


N* 


N* 


Y** 


Minnesota 


MTAS 
'average 
scale score 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y* 


Mississippi 


MAAECF 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


Missouri 


MAP-Alter- 

nate 

*not reported 
by test 


N 


N 


N* 


N 


Y 


N* 


N 


N 


Montana 


CRT- ALT 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Nebraska 


Alternate 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Nevada 


NASAA 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Hamp- 
shire 


NH-Alt 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


New Jersey 


APA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Mexico 


Alternate 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New York 


NYSAA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


North Carolina 


NC EXTEND1 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


EXTENDI 

Writing 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


North Dakota 


NDAA1 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Ohio 


Alternate As- 
sessment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oklahoma 


Alternate 

Assessment 

(OAAP) 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Percent 
in Each 
PR* 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentile 

Rank 


Oregon 


EA 

*can be calcu- 
lated 


N 


N 


Y 


N* 


N 


Y 


N* 


N 


Pennsylvania 


PASA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Rhode Island 


Alternate As- 
sessment 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


South Carolina 


SC-ALTAII 

students 

merged. 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Dakota 


STEP-A 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


Tennessee 


TCAP-Alt 


Y 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Texas 


TAKS-Alt 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


Utah 


Alternate As- 
sessment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


Vermont 


Alternate As- 
sessment 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Virginia 


Virginia 
Alternate As- 
sessment 
Program 
(VAAP) 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Washington 


WAAS 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


West Virginia 


APIA 
*mean raw 
score 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y* 


Wisconsin 


WAA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wyoming 


PAWS-ALT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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Appendix M 

How Performance was Reported for ELLs with Disabilities on Alternate Assessments 
Based on Alternate Achievement Standards in the Fifty States for 2008-2009 

Asterisks indicate notes at left under test column. 



State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Percent 
in Each 
PR' 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Level 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentile 

Rank 


Alabama 


Alternate 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Alaska 


Alternate 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


Arizona 


AIMS-A 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 




AIMS-A HS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Arkansas 


APAS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


California 


CAPA 'mean 
scale score 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y* 


Colorado 


CSAPA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Connecticut 


Alternate 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Delaware 


DAPA 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Florida 


FAAR 
'state does 
not use 


N 


N' 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Georgia 


GAA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Flawaii 


Alternate 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Idaho 


Alternate lAA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Illinois 


Alternate lAA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Indiana 


ISTAR 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Iowa 


Alternate 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kansas 


Portfolio 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Kentucky 


Alternate 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Louisiana 


LAA-1 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maine 


PAAP 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Maryland 


ALT-MSA 
'state does 

not use. 
"These are 
counted in 
achievement 
level data 
category. 


N 


N' 


Y 


N" 


N 


Y 


N" 


N 


Massachusetts 


MCAS-Alt 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Levei 


Percent 
in Each 
PR* 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Levei 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentiie 

Rank 


Michigan 


Mi-Access 
*can be caicu- 
iated. "mean 
scaie score 
and mean 
earned points 


Y 


N 


N* 


N* 


Y 


N* 


N* 


Y" 


Minnesota 


MTAS 


N 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


Mississippi 


MAAECF 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Missouri 


MAP-Aiter- 

nate 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Montana 


CRT-ALT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Nebraska 


Aiternate 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Nevada 


NASAA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Hamp- 
shire 


NH-Ait 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


New Jersey 


APA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New Mexico 


Aiternate 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


New York 


NYSAA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


North Caroiina 


NO EXTEND 
'average totai 
score 


N 


N 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Y* 


EXTENDI 

Writing 


Y 


N 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


N 


N 


North Dakota 


NDAA1 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Ohio 


Aiternate As- 
sessment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Okiahoma 


Aiternate 

Assessment 

(OAAP) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Oregon 


EA 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Pennsyivania 


PASA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Rhode isiand 


Aiternate As- 
sessment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Caroiina 


SC-ALT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


South Dakota 


STEP-A 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Tennessee 


TCAP-Ait 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Texas 


TAKS-Ait 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Utah 


Aiternate As- 
sessment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Vermont 


Aiternate As- 
sessment 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Virginia 


Virginia 

Aiternate 

Assessment 

Program 

(VAAP) 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Washington 


WAAS 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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State 


Test 


Percent 
in Each 
Achievement 
Levei 


Percent 
in Each 
PR* 
Group 


Percent 

Proficient 


Percent 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Number 
in Each 
Achievement 
Levei 


Number 

Proficient 


Number 
Not Profi- 
cient 


Average 

Percentiie 

Rank 


West Virginia 


APIA 
*mean raw 
score 


Y 


N 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y 


Y* 


Wisconsin 


WAA 


Y 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


Wyoming 


PAWS-ALT 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 


N 
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Appendix N 

Status of Disaggregated Data (Participation and Performance) for ELLs with 
Disabilities on Title III English Language Proficiency Assessment Data in the Fifty 
States for 2008-2009 

Asterisks indicate note at left under assessment component column. 



state 


Assessment Component 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Data for ELLs 
with Disabilities 
2008-09 


Participation 


Performance 


Alabama 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Alaska 


Alaska English Language 
Proficiency Assessment 
(ELP) 

*Not reported by grade 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


Yes* 


Yes* 


Arizona 


Arizona English Language 
Learner Assessment 
(AZELLA) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Arkansas 


English Language Develop- 
ment Assessment (ELDA) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


California 


California English Language 
Development Test (CELDT) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


Yes 


Yes 


Colorado 


Colorado English Language 
Assessment (CELA) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


Yes 


Yes 


Connecticut 


LAS Links 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Delaware 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Florida 


Comprehensive English 
Language Learning Assess- 
ment (CELLA) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Georgia 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Hawaii 


LAS Links 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Idaho 


Idaho English Language 
Assessment (lELA) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Illinois 


Access for ELLs 
•Reports to district level 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No* 


No* 


Indiana 


LAS Links 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Iowa 


lowa-Engllsh Language 
Development Assessment 
(l-ELDA) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Kansas 


Kansas English Language 
Proficiency Assessment 
(KELPA) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Kentucky 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 
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State 


Assessment Component 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Data for ELLs 
with Disabiiities 
2008-09 


Participation 


Performance 


Louisiana 


ELDA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Maine 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Maryiand 


LAS Links 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Massachusetts 


Massachusetts Engiish Pro- 
ficiency Assessment (MEPA) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


No 


No 


Michigan 


ELPA (Engiish ianguage 
proficiency Assessment) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking 


Yes 


Yes 


Minnesota 


TEAE 


K-12 


Reading, Writing 


Yes 


Yes 


SOLOM 


K-12 


Listening, Speaking 


Yes 


Yes 


Mississippi 


ACCESS for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Missouri 


LAS Links) 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Montana 


MontCAS ELPA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Nebraska 


ELDA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Nevada 


ELPA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


New Hampshire 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


New Jersey 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


New Mexico 


NMELPA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


New York 


NYSESLAT 

'Reports by grade ranges 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


Yes* 


Yes' 


North Caroiina 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


North Dakota 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Ohio 


OTELA based on ELDA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Okiahoma 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Oregon 


ELPA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Pennsyivania 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Rhode Isiand 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


South Caroiina 


ELDA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


South Dakota 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 
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State 


Assessment Component 


Grades 


Subject 


Disaggregated Data for ELLs 
with Disabilities 
2008-09 


Participation 


Performance 


Tennessee 


ELDA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Texas 


TELPAS 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


Yes 


Yes 


Utah 


UALPA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Vermont 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Virginia 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Washington 


WLPT-II 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


West Virginia 


WESTELL 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Wisconsin 


Access for ELLs 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 


Wyoming 


WELLA 


K-12 


Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 


No 


No 
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Appendix O 

Status of Disaggregated Reporting for Students Using Accommodations on State 
Assessments in the Fifty States for 2008-2009 



State 


Assessments 


Terminology used 


By content/ 
grade 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Population Comments 


Alaska 


ELP assessment 


IEP/504 accommodation 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


ELLs taking Title III 
assessment who used 
IEP/504 accommodations 


Arizona 


AIMS Regular 
assessment 


With and without accom- 
modation 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


Arkansas 


Regular assess- 
ment 


With and without accom- 
modation 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


Colorado 


CSAP 


With accommodations 
and by specific accom- 
modation, approved and 
non-approved 


Yes/ Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


All students 


CSAPA 


With accommodations 
and by specific accom- 
modation, approved and 
non-approved 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


CELA Title III ELP 
assessment 


By specific accommoda- 
tion, non-standard, and not 
specified categories 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


Connecticut 


CMT and CAPT 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


No 


Students with disabilities 


Florida 


FCAT 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


Flawaii 


Regular assess- 
ment 


With and without accom- 
modation 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


Illinois 


Regular assess- 
ment 


With and without accom- 
modation 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


Indiana 


ISTEP-h 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities, 
non-LEP, and LEP. 


Iowa 


ITBS/ 

ITED 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


Louisiana 


LAA2 


By total and by specific 
accommodation, including 
other 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 
and ELLs with disabilities 


LAA1 


By total and by specific 
accommodation, including 
other 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


LEAP and ILEAP 


By total and by specific 
accommodation, including 
other. APR also has with 
and without accommoda- 
tion 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


Michigan 


MEAP, Access- 
Functional Inde- 
pendence Test, 
MME, and ELPA 


Standard all, nonstandard 
all, standard ELL only and 
nonstandard ELL only 
APR for regular assess- 
ment also has with and 
without accommodation 
categories. 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 
and ELLs on MEAP and 
MME, it is not clear if stu- 
dents with disabilities are 
the first category reported 
(before ELL w/ accommo- 
dation) because it is not 
labeled. 


Minnesota 


For MCAs 


All accommodations that 
are tracked 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


No 


Students with disabilities, 
English language learners 
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State 


Assessments 


Terminoiogy used 


By content/ 
grade 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Popuiation Comments 


Mississippi 


MCT2 


With and without accom- 
modations, and by specific 
accommodation 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabiiities 


Missouri 


Reguiar 


With accommodation 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


No 


Students with disabiiities 


Nebraska 


Writing 


Students receiving accom- 
modation 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


No 


Students in Speciai Ed., 
Aii students 


North Caro- 
iina 


EOG and EOC 


By specific accommoda- 
tion: 

Braiiie Edition, Large Print 
Edition, Assistive Technoi- 
ogy Devices, Keyboarding 
Devices, Cranmer Abacus, 
Dictation to Scribe, Magni- 
fication Devices, Hospitai/ 
Homebound Testing, Test- 
ing in a Separate Room, 
Scheduied Extended Time, 
One Test item Per Page 
Edition, Muitipie Testing 
Sessions, Student Mark 
Answers in Test Book, 
Engiish/Native Language, 
Dictionary/ Eiectronic 
Transiator, interpreter/ 
Transiiterator Signs/ 

Cues Test, Test Admin- 
istrator Reads Aioud (in 
Engiish), Accommodation 
Notification Form (speciai 
requests/approvais) 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students who used the 
accommodations (stu- 
dents with disabiiities and 
students with iimited Eng- 
iish proficiency together) 




NCEXTEND2 

EOG 


Same categories as above 


No/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Same categories as 
above 




NCEXTEND2 

OCS 


Same categories as above 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Same categories as 
above 




Computer Skiiis 
Assessment 


Same categories as above 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students who used the 
accommodations (stu- 
dents with disabiiities and 
students with iimited Eng- 
iish proficiency together) 




Writing Test 


Same categories as above 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students who used the 
accommodations (stu- 
dents with disabiiities and 
students with iimited Eng- 
iish proficiency together) 


North Dakota 


NDSA 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Totai in 
state 


Yes 


Yes 


Reports totai number, 
percent of aii students 
and percent of students 
with a disabiiity taking 
with accommodation 


New Hamp- 
shire 


Frequencies of 

Accommodation 

use by specific 

accommodation 

(aggregated 

across aii NECAP 

states) 


By specific accommoda- 
tion: 

Aiternative Settings, 
Scheduiing & Timing, 
Presentation, Response 
Formats, individuaiiy State 
Reviewed and Approved 

Other Accommodations, 
Modifications (Not credited) 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


No 


Aii students who partici- 
pated in NECAP assess- 
ment across 3 states in 

2008- 09, four states in 

2009- 10 (09-10 Technicai 
Manuai is not yet avaii- 
abie) 
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State 


Assessments 


Terminology used 


By content/ 
grade 


Partici- 

pation 


Perform- 

ance 


Population Comments 


Oklahoma 


OCCT, EOl 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


No 


Students with an lEP 


Oklahoma 

Continued 


OMAAP 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with an lEP 


Oregon 


OSA 


With accommodations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


Rhode Island 


NECAP 


With accommodations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


South Caro- 
lina 


Regular assess- 
ment 


With and without accom- 
modation 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


No 


Students with disabilities 


South 

Dakota 


□STEP 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


General population (not 
students with disabilities 
only) 


Tennessee 


TCAP AT 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


No 


Students in special edu- 
cation 


Texas 


TAKS (gr.3-8) 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


All students in accommo- 
dated version. Information 
was percent participating 
by type of assessment. 




TAKS Bundled for 
Dyslexia 


Students tested with 
bundled dyslexia accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Total using, African 
American, Hispanic and 
white students, eco- 
nomically disadvantaged, 
limited English proficient, 
and special education 
students. 




TAKS LAT 


Linguistically Accommo- 
dated Testing 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Total using, African 
American, Hispanic and 
white students, eco- 
nomically disadvantaged, 
limited English proficient, 
and special education 
students. 


Utah 


Regular assess- 
ment 


With and without accom- 
modations 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Students with disabilities 


West Virginia 


WESTEST2 


With and without accom- 
modation 


Yes/Yes 


Yes 


No 


Students with disabilities 
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